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Abstract
The English Language Learner (ELL) international boarding students at an independent, not-forprofit school have consistently demonstrated lower levels of academic achievement than their
local peers. This Organizational Improvement Plan (OIP) proposes to address this Problem of
Practice (PoP) by creating a professional learning community (PLC) to institute more culturally
responsive pedagogy. This OIP suggests a compelling correlation between inclusiveness and
academic success, and therefore the school needs to raise its level of cultural competency,
introduce more equitable assessments, and increase coordination among the various departments
and systems that support the ELL students. The implementation of the proposed solution relies
on a combination of both authentic and distributed leadership styles, while social constructivism
and systems thinking underpin the PLC philosophy. Bolman and Deal’s (2017) Four-Frame
Model is used to determine a viable approach to the problem, while Nadler & Tushman’s
Congruence Model (1999) is applied to uncover the elements that will both drive and hinder
institutional change in the organization. Kotter’s (2014) Eight Accelerator Model leverages the
distributed leadership model, supplemented by Cooperrider & McQuaid’s (2012) appreciative
inquiry (AI), a positive, constructivist approach which will direct an in-depth, school-wide
inquiry into ELL student learning and culturally responsive pedagogy. The accelerator model
and appreciative inquiry guide the implementation and communication plan to foster learning
over the change process. The Plan, Do, Study, Act (PDSA) cycle is included as a tool for the
monitoring of the change process, providing the opportunity for assessment and continuous
improvement (Popescu & Popescu, 2015).
Keywords: English Language Learners, culturally responsive pedagogy, professional learning
community, authentic leadership, distributed leadership, systems thinking, social constructivism.
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Executive Summary
This Organizational Improvement Plan (OIP) concerns a small, not-for-profit,
independent day and boarding school in Ontario, Canada. The Problem of Practice (PoP) is that a
considerable number of international English Language Learner (ELL) boarding students at the
school have consistently demonstrated lower academic achievement than their Canadian or local
peers. The resources currently dedicated to the English as a Second Language Program (ESL) are
insufficient, and the faculty lack the training they need to teach the diverse ELL international
population. The situation is further complicated by inadequate coordination among the various
student support systems, particularly in the boarding school. The school’s mission is to be a
global, progressive school that celebrates and supports its international students in achieving
academic success, but these shortcomings have made it difficult to realize this ideal.
Chapter 1 of this OIP delves into the organizational context of this Day and Boarding
Independent School (DBIS), highlighting the gap between the current situation and the school’s
mission, vision, and long history as a forward-thinking institution. This includes a description
and analysis of how the present hierarchical structure has resulted in a disconnect between the
school’s pedagogically progressive values and the actual results of its ELL students. It also
summarizes the broader contextual forces that are influencing DBIS, such as politics, economics,
and culture. The leadership approach is grounded in social constructivism and considers how
systems thinking influences an organization, which is an important aspect for DBIS. The
integrated leadership lens, which is an amalgam of both authentic and distributed leadership
styles, provides the basis to not only explore the PoP, but leads to the proposed solution. Bolman
and Deal’s (2017) Four-Frame Model is applied to uncover distinct aspects that should be
considered at DBIS. A conceptual framework is then described, with 3 central guiding questions
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that lead to an analysis of change drivers and the leadership vision for change. Finally, an
assessment of DBIS’ change readiness is included to determine the extent to which the school is
prepared to accept and implement the proposed changes.
Chapter 2 connects the integrated authentic and distributed leadership lens previously
described with the framework for leading change. Different change models are analyzed, and
ultimately Kotter’s Eight Accelerator Model (2014) is selected to serve as the basis of the change
plan. Nadler and Tushman’s (1999) Congruence Model guides a critical organizational analysis
and a gap analysis for DBIS, focusing on the school’s inputs and outputs to determine the
necessary changes. Three potential solutions are proposed and explored. The first is to expand
the ESL department at DBIS by hiring another ESL-specific teacher, the second is to develop a
professional learning and growth model through a professional learning community (PLC), and
the third is to restructure the student support system at DBIS. Based on the evaluation of these
solutions — and considering the theoretical model of social constructivism, the conceptual
framework, and the integrated leadership lens – the chosen solution is to develop a PLC at DBIS
to explore various aspects of ELL learning and experiment with pedagogical change in the
classroom. The PoP is then analyzed through Starratt’s (2004) ethical paradigms of justice,
critique, and care along with Shapiro and Stefkovich’s ethic of profession (2016), confirming the
chosen solution and the importance of culturally responsive pedagogy for ESL educators as a
best practice and an optimal means to demonstrate ethics and care in teaching ELL students.
Chapter 3 focuses on how the integrated leadership lens and social constructivism
will be applied in the creation of the PLC, specifically by incorporating the principles of
Cooperrider and McQuaid’s (2012) appreciative inquiry (AI) as part of the process. The change
plan is structured over 3 years, giving DBIS’s distributed leadership team time to plan an inquiry
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and to lead their departments in a thorough process that includes research, data analysis, and the
piloting of new pedagogical and assessment practices in the classroom. A monitoring and
evaluation plan that leverages the learning is provided, with the iterative Plan, Do, Study, Act
(PDSA) method serving as a tool to guide the PLC work and assist in determining whether the
stated intentions of the change process are reached within DBIS. A detailed communication plan
that incorporates the principles of social constructivism, Kotter’s Eight Accelerator Model
(2014), appreciative inquiry, and the PDSA method is provided. A range of communications are
considered in the strategy, both internal and external, as well as formal and informal methods
that reflect the leadership lens, the need for systems learning, and the culture of DBIS.
The OIP concludes with four recommendations to help institutionalize the changes that
have been implemented by the PLC. The first is to develop a scope and sequence of knowledge
and skills for the ELL students across disciplines to ensure that the students are academically
supported in every class. The second is to create an ongoing review process for the student
support systems at DBIS to maintain coordination between the various department and programs
and ensure that they reflect culturally responsive pedagogy. This includes the Admissions,
Guidance, and Boarding departments. The third consideration is the recruitment and hiring of
faculty: Future hires at DBIS should be individuals who are either ESL qualified, or who
demonstrate a clear interest in teaching ELL students. Finally, to institutionalize the change
process, the leadership will continue the focus of improving ELL teaching through ongoing
professional learning for the teachers and integrate culturally responsive pedagogy into all
faculty growth plans to ensure that the school is meeting its mission and vision and is truly a
progressive global institution for international students.
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Problem of Practice
DBIS is a day and boarding, independent secondary school (hereafter referred to as
“DBIS,” a pseudonym) that was established more than a century ago by progressive educators
who wished to teach using liberal and creative pedagogy (DBIS’s Admissions Web Page, 2021).
Grounded in this philosophy, DBIS’s educational mission is to help students become ethical,
responsible, and thoughtful individuals (DBIS’s Mission Statement Web Page, 2021). As part of
this openness and global worldview, DBIS has welcomed international boarders since its
inception and celebrates the important contributions these students make to the school’s culture
(DBIS’s Statement of Guiding Principles, 2021).
Most of these boarding students attend DBIS for the entire high school program, while
others come to study for only a year or two so that they can obtain the province’s graduation
diploma, the Ontario Secondary School Diploma (OSSD). Nearly all these students plan to
attend North American post-secondary institutions after graduation, and many of them remain in
Canada after completing their education. Their hope is that their time at DBIS will prepare them
to achieve their post-secondary goals.
In recent years, the school’s administration and faculty have noted that many of these
English Language Learner (ELL) boarding school students in grades 9 to 12 are scoring much
lower in their English and language-based classes than their day or local peers. At first glance
this may not seem unusual, since these students are still improving their language skills, but the
issue is complex and has significant consequences for both the students and school community.
Organizational Context
DBIS’s vision is to develop courageous, compassionate, and active global citizens
through its programs and teaching (DBIS’s Admissions Web Page, 2021). It aspires to be a
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progressive, global school with a diverse population, and has therefore intentionally recruited
and retained ELL students from a broad range of countries. DBIS has always had a substantial
number of ELL students, but in recent years they have begun to play a more fundamental role.
The school has improved its advertising and expanded its recruiting efforts for its boarding
program (DBIS’s Admissions Web Page, 2021). DBIS is also developing its global citizenship
program, with a view to increasing both the school’s international profile and its revenue.
DBIS has seen a rapid increase in the number of international English Language Learner
students of late, and this has put pressure on the school’s systems, including the teachers and
support staff who are required to sustain this robust boarding program. While ELL international
students once accounted for less than 25% of the school total population, this percent has
increased to well above 35% (DBIS’s Admissions Web Page, 2021). These students come from
many different countries, and they bring divergent skills, attitudes, and cultural contexts to
DBIS. At times, this can be challenging. Students may come from nations that are mutually
hostile, and they must learn to share the same accommodations and classrooms. To add further
complexity, most of the teachers at DBIS are not ESL teaching experts and they focus on their
subjects rather than on language instruction (Akin & Neumann, 2013; McConatha, 2007). The
school also faces broader influences, including political, economic, social, and cultural aspects
that shape the problem of practice for the school and require further exploration for context.
Political
As an independent school, DBIS is subject to all of the Ontario Ministry of Education’s
academic policies and must pass a government inspection every second year to maintain its
license and be able to grant secondary school credits and the Ontario Secondary School Diploma
(Ontario Ministry of Education, 2013). The school is administered by an internal board of
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directors who oversee the governance of the institution, the principal, school budgets, and
DBIS’s strategic direction. They have determined that the school should increase its ELL student
population (DBIS’s Mission Statement Web Page, 2021). Since DBIS relies heavily on these
international boarders, it is susceptible to geopolitical global issues such as currency fluctuations
and political upheavals which can limit the number of students able to afford Canadian tuition
rates. The pandemic has further complicated matters, making it difficult or impossible for some
students to obtain visas to enter and study in Canada (Government of Canada, 2021).
Economics
The school is a not-for-profit institution. Since it receives no government funding, it relies
on tuition revenues to operate (DBIS’s Admissions Web Page, 2021). This makes it difficult for
DBIS to overhaul its programming, since there has always been limited financial resources
available for both the ELL students and for the teachers. There is only one ESL teacher at the
school, and they are often asked to teach Drama in addition to their regular teaching load. Amid
these challenges, DBIS is facing more local competition from new independent schools that are
entering the market, as well as new global competitors who are offering online learning
programs. These online programs, which can be offered in a flexible format, are much cheaper
than the boarding school program available at DBIS.
Social and Cultural Context
Although it is now a secular school, DBIS was initially founded on Christian principles and
there is still an abiding sense of Christian community and care among those who work and live
there. This deep concern for the students has prompted discussions about how best to integrate
ELL international students into the day school. Due to their undeveloped language skills, ELL
students often feel isolated and marginalized in their classes when they arrive, and they require
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extra time and help to adjust to the cultural differences of Canadian schooling (Griffiths & Ryan,
2018; Johnson, 2009; Tedick & Cammarata, 2012; Khalifa, et al., 2016).
Structures and Practices That Shape the Organizational Context Within DBIS
The structures that exist for the boarding students are spread over different departments,
each managing an aspect of the ELL students’ school experience (Appendix A). Since these
students live at the school, improving their academics requires more than what occurs in the
classroom. In addition to the ESL teacher and other school faculty members who are responsible
for teaching, there is the Guidance department, who monitor student success; Boarding, who
support the emotional, mental, and physical health of the international students as they live and
learn at DBIS while also providing academic tutoring on weekends and evenings; and the
Admissions staff, who recruit and select the ELL students in personal interviews and by
administering entrance exams, such as the IELTS (International English Language Testing
System) or TOEFL (Test of English as a Foreign Language). During the admissions process, not
only is the candidate’s overall suitability considered, but the process also helps to place students
in the appropriate ESL-levelled courses as determined by the Ontario Ministry of Education
(2007). These ESL courses do not replace the requisite academic/university-level English credits
but are taken in addition to the student’s other, regular classes. There is also the stipulation that
students must achieve a minimum of 70% in the compulsory grade 12 university preparatory
English class, or they will not be considered for admission to a Canadian university (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 2007, 2014). Since these various departments at DBIS are vital in
determining the success of the ELL students, they need to work in tandem to assist these
students, which has not always occurred (Evans, et al., 2012; Uhl-Bien & Arena, 2017). The
current disjointedness is a result of not having a shared understanding of how ELL students learn
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in the classroom and a lack of clarity around the critical roles that the supporting, non-academic
departments have in assisting with the academic and cultural challenges that the ELL students
face. Not having a common understanding or approach at DBIS has weakened the collaboration
between and within the academic department and the other departments, leaving both the faculty
and students feeling unsupported in their teaching and learning.
This lack of coordination is also due in part to the overarching structure of the school and
its leadership practices. Historically the school’s pedagogical practices have been liberal and
progressive, in that they support each individual student in their personal growth and in
constructivist learning with the goal of having students challenge the status quo. However, the
institution’s organizational structure has become more hierarchical over time (DBIS’s Mission
Statement, 2021; Dykstra, 2014; Smith & Knight, 1982). The school’s structure has developed
into a conservative, traditional model, and this has come about due to the establishment of a
series of strictly defined roles. These narrowly defined positions were intended to improve the
efficiency and expediency of the decision-making processes, since the previous consensus-based,
democratic form was cumbersome, but in fact the creation of inflexible, managerial positions has
resulted in departmental silos (Capper, 2019; Keaton 2011). Although culturally DBIS still
places a high value on consensus and democratic decision-making (DBIS’s Statement of Guiding
Principles, 2021), it is being hindered by this formal, functionalist model which has affected its
agility and adaptability as an organization (Ahmed, 1998, Burrell & Morgan, 1979). This shift in
the institutional structure and managerial philosophy was not deliberate; it has occurred slowly
over years, almost imperceptibly, but it is clearly in conflict with DBIS’s guiding values
(Bentley, 2010; Smith & Graetz, 2011).
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The constancy of the leadership team of DBIS has had a significant effect on its structure
and philosophy. The principal has been in the position for several decades and passionately
espouses their personal philosophy of servant leadership (i.e., the leader believes the focus
should be on fostering of their relationships with individuals in service to the community), which
has had a tremendous influence on the direction of the institution during their tenure (Greenleaf,
1970; Palmer, 1997; Sergiovanni, 2013). While servant leadership has been the overarching and
predominate leadership lens at DBIS because of the principal’s preference, a disconnect between
the desired leadership model and the hierarchical organizational structure has developed. This
ongoing tension between servant leadership and the traditional, functionalist structure has
hampered DBIS’s progressive, cultural ideal of consensus-based decision-making (Keaton, 2011;
Schein 2010). When the principal has held fast to their servant leader philosophy and placed
personal relationships over bold (and possibly contentious) decision making, it has caused DBIS
to miss opportunities for improvement. These instances have tended to occur when senior
teachers or administrators, who have served with the principal for much of their tenure, pressured
the principal to avoid changes they deemed disruptive or unnecessary. This has meant that, as an
organization, DBIS has avoided candid conversations and a critical analysis of its programs and
resources, causing the school to drift from its founding mission of being a progressive school. As
the academic leader responsible for upholding the school’s progressive educational philosophy
and tasked with developing innovative teaching programs at DBIS, it has been challenging to
manage this tension. If DBIS is to remain true to its mission and vision and be a leader in the
development and delivery of dynamic academic programs, it must be able to demonstrate
continuous learning and improvement.
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Leadership Position
The internal organizational structure of DBIS is such that the principal (as the head of
school) reports directly to the board of directors. The principal has several direct reports,
including the vice-principals of business and operations, marketing and advancement, and
academics. The hierarchical structure of the school means that each department has several
‘layers’ of staff which extend up to the vice-principals. These layers or reports each hold their
own portfolio, but they may also report to several other departments simultaneously. This
complex structure is partly because DBIS, as an independent school, is an educational
microcosm. Unlike public schools, there are no exterior supports (e.g., a regional school board),
so programs and policies are developed in-house.
Within this structure, I am head of academics, teaching, and learning, and I am responsible
for all curriculum and programming for grades 9 to 12: This includes the bi-yearly inspections
and the implementation of the Ontario Ministry of Education policies, as well as the required
governmental tests, such as the Grade 10 Ontario Literacy exam (Ontario Ministry of Education,
2013). A large part of my remit involves researching and developing creative pedagogical
programming for DBIS, while also coaching divisional leaders, department heads, and teachers
in curriculum design and advising them in mapping the scope and sequence of their programs. In
the last few years, one of my priorities has been to ensure differentiation and equity within
assessment and evaluation practices. In terms of program and teaching evaluation, I also conduct
faculty growth plans and performance reviews for all members of the faculty.
As head of academics, I not only have the scope to initiate the change plan, organize the
change team, and evaluate the change, but I am also responsible for leading the change process
since the challenges that ELL boarding students face are primarily academic ones. However,
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within my leadership position, I also recognize that I will have to coordinate with the different
directors who lead the Boarding, Guidance, and Admissions departments to enact a successful
change plan. The change team, which I will form and lead, will therefore need representatives
from the various administrative departments, as well as from the department heads and the high
school faculty, who are my direct reports in all matters of teaching and learning.
According to Creswell (2014), an individual’s worldview affects their assumptions and
approach to decision making. It can determine the goals of a change leader, their methods of
inquiry, and their resulting actions (Adam & Buetow, 2014). Reflecting on Creswell’s (2014)
description of a worldview and Adam & Buetow’s (2014) framework of theoretical influences on
dissertations, I recognize that I hold a social constructivist view and believe that individuals
develop their understanding and knowledge by constructing and interpreting social contexts,
primarily in collaboration with others (Keaton, 2011). This viewpoint complements my
understanding of leadership, which is a combination of authentic and distributed styles that
integrates an ethical paradigm with the desire to develop leadership across the organization.
Systems thinking, which is a framework for viewing the organization as an interconnected,
holistic entity, will also be applied throughout this OIP when considering the individuals,
structure, culture, and resources within DBIS. Systems thinking will help DBIS to analyze and
purposefully alter the structures, beliefs and practices that have led to the development of the
problem (Senge, 2015; Shaked & Schechter, 2016; Stoll, 2009).
Leadership Lens: An Integrated Approach
Authentic Leadership
Given the structure of the organization and my role, my personal approach or “lens” has
developed into one which includes aspects of both authentic and distributed leadership styles.
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This integrated lens has been shaped not only by my own experiences and self-knowledge, but
also stems from the realization that leaders need to integrate different models within their
approach to leadership since, depending on the situation, relying on a single lens may not be
advantageous (Mitchie & Gooty, 2005). The use of an integrated model helps the leader account
for their personal traits, their strengths and weaknesses, the structure of the organization, and,
most importantly, the culture of their own organization which must be taken into consideration to
ensure their leadership is effective and that it meshes with the school and its people. Authentic
leadership, which values relationships, will be accepted in DBIS since it is not dissimilar to the
principal’s current servant leadership style (Gardner, 1990; Ogawa & Bossert, 1995).
Authentic leadership takes a mission-driven approach. These leaders inspire passion and
commitment in their followers, as well as virtuousness within their organization (Duignan,
2004). They are determined to align their leadership practices with their personal values and
purpose (Lawton & Páez, 2015). Although some researchers consider authentic leadership to be
a recently developed lens, it is grounded in the classical virtues of prudence, temperance,
fortitude, and justice (Brown, 2018; Palmer, 1997). Authenticity in leadership is demonstrated
through three actions: making decisions according to the highest good (which, as Aristotle
explained, is desirable for its own sake), considering people when making decisions, and a desire
for social betterment (Cameron et al., 2004). Indeed, authentic leadership is an example of
ethical leadership, in which leaders strive for the improvement of all and consider moral first
principles before making decisions or enacting change (By et al., 2012; Cameron et al., 2004).
Those who embrace the authentic lens show significant self-awareness, and their
leadership is based on their core values and personal moral compass. They are also less likely to
be swayed by external influences that may cause them to betray their own principles (Gardner et
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al., 2005). Authentic leaders create and maintain trusting relationships with the people in their
organizations, basing their decisions on their community’s needs (Steckler & Clark, 2018).
When faced with adversity, authentic leaders communicate confidently, and they demonstrate
resiliency when faced with challenges. These are attributes that I will need as I guide DBIS
through the change process and solidify the changes within in its culture (Brown & Trevino,
2006; Demirtas, 2015). It will be important to demonstrate responsive, ethical behaviour
throughout the change process, inspiring others to learn while supporting them in their
professional growth (Brown, 2018). These authentic leadership attributes will help to ignite a
transformational change towards a more engaged learning community within DBIS (Nieder &
Schriesheim, 2011; Mitchie & Gooty, 2005).
Distributed Leadership
While the authentic leadership lens resonates with me, I recognize that a distributed
leadership model is also required at DBIS. Incorporating distributed leadership in my change
model is a way to mitigate the effects of the school’s current hierarchical structure. It will
increase autonomy and adaptability at DBIS and will include more individuals (both teachers and
staff) in the decision-making processes (De Rue, 2011; Spillane et al., 2004). The theory of
distributed leadership as the optimal way to share responsibilities has been studied and discussed
for some time, but it has not been widely implemented since “shared leadership for most people
is simply counterintuitive: leadership is obviously and manifestly an individual trait and activity”
(Bolden, 2011, p. 251). Instead, the romantic notion of the ‘charismatic single leader’ has often
been held up as the ideal form of leadership (Meindl 1995; Meindl et al. 1985).
Distributed leadership provides opportunities for both formal and informal leadership
situations in organizations, which strengthens the knowledge and skills of the individuals within
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it. Creating a more open and democratic structure can also help to create a stronger community,
as the teachers and staff embrace their common goal through understanding and consensus, while
developing a deeper commitment to each other as a team and to their work at DBIS (DeFlaminis
et al., 2016; Jappinen, 2017). To resolve this problem of practice, it is also realistic to expect that
I will require the effort and assistance of many individuals within DBIS. Including a wide group
in the inquiry and planning process (particularly if it is a collaborative and appreciative inquiry)
will make the work far more meaningful for the participants (Cooperrider & McQuaid, 2012;
Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2016). Moving towards a more distributed leadership model and
providing the conditions for this type of learning will have several key outcomes: It will
encourage engagement, allow emergent leadership from within DBIS to develop, and it will
create a higher likelihood of improvement and innovation as an organization (George & McLean,
2007; Yukl & Mahsud, 2010). The current hierarchical structure is stifling some of the learning
at DBIS, and a flexible distributive leadership model can counteract some of its negative effects
(Donohoo, 2017; Harris, 2014).
Distributive leadership, however, is not a panacea and must be implemented with
caution. When developing their model, distributive leaders need to think carefully about how
they manage and assign responsibilities to ensure that the individuals in the organization do not
face undue workload or stress. Overburdening individuals causes discouragement and frustration,
which will hinder progress (Leithwood & Mascall, 2008; Timperley et al, 2014). Nevertheless,
when well structured, distributive leadership is a powerful way to bring about institutional
change, and one that could have multiple benefits for DBIS, such as increasing the participation
of individuals and supporting the democratic, progressive, and adaptive culture required of the
school (Bolden, 2011; Harris, 2014). The most successful approaches to distributed leadership
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tend to be strategic ones since “planful alignment will most likely contribute to organizational
productivity, particularly in the long term” (Bolden, 2011, p.259), something to bear in mind
when crafting the change plan.
For me, authentic leadership is founded on a moral imperative, namely that all schools
need to work towards helping every child succeed (Fullan, 2011). Combining my personal lens
of authentic leadership with a model of distributed leadership not only suits my position and
leadership traits, but it also provides a sound foundation for a change model at DBIS. This
amalgam of leadership styles provides me with clear direction, creating a structure in which I can
guide, lead, and inspire change in a trusting team environment. By empowering the faculty and
staff to explore and learn collaboratively, I will be able to encourage continuous improvement at
DBIS (Gill, 2002; Jones & Harris, 2014).
Leadership Problem of Practice
This problem of practice is meant to determine how DBIS leadership can better serve its
ELL boarding students, since these students are not currently achieving suitable levels of
academic success in their English or language-based classes. The situation is grave at DBIS:
There is not only a lack of capacity within the faculty in terms of their skills and understanding
of the ELL students’ learning needs in the classroom, but also in the school’s support systems
since they are not providing adequate assistance to the teachers and students (Fullan, 2006; Hite
& Donohoo, 2021; Senge, 2015). While all faculty at DBIS teach ELL students, few have ESL
qualifications, and the majority have had limited or no teaching experience outside of DBIS.
Furthermore, most of these teachers and the staff are monoglots, meaning they can only speak
their mother tongue fluently (in this case, English). They have little or no first-hand experience
learning a language themselves, making it difficult for them to understand and empathize with
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the struggles of the ELL students (Mansfield & Jean-Marie, 2015; Pappamihiel & Lynn, 2014).
Without a common understanding of ESL teaching, there is also lack of cohesion among the
academic discipline departments (e.g., Science, Social Sciences, English etc.) They do not
collaborate in developing approaches or strategies to teach the ELL students, which has meant no
framework has been developed for language learning, nor is there a scope and sequence of
language skills across the academic program. Since both faculty and staff lack ESL training and
cultural understanding, they find it challenging not only to meet the specific learning needs of
students, but also to adapt to the nuanced cultural and linguistic differences within the
international student population to support their learning and wellbeing, leaving students feeling
marginalized while they struggle academically (Theoharis, 2007). This is a key aspect of the
problem and cannot be ignored since the students are far from their usual familial and
community support structures. The stress they feel because they do not understand the culture of
their new and unfamiliar environment, their lack of fluency in the language of their learning
environment, and even their homesickness are all part of the reality of being an international
boarding student at DBIS. These challenges are reflected in their school experience and hinder
their academic success (Abacioglu et al., 2019; Bass, 2014; Griffiths & Ryan, 2018; Pfeiffer et
al., 2016).
It is evident that changes need to be made at DBIS to improve the ELL students’ academic
achievement. Besides the purely academic considerations, the leadership team needs to
acknowledge that there are underlying equity and ethics issues involving DBIS students that must
also be scrutinized within this problem of practice (Newton, 2013). The ELL students at the school
often feel isolated and marginalized at DBIS in class and after school due to their cultural
differences and weak language skills. Their struggle in adjusting to the new environment and
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school system creates an enormous academic and social learning gap for them to overcome
(Abacioglu et al., 2019, Capper, 2019). The Admissions, Boarding and Guidance departments are
vital to resolving this problem; they must participate in improving this situation since they provide
mental, emotional, and academic assistance to these students, and they act as a support for the
teachers in ensuring that the student’s needs are met by interacting with students’ families,
arranging academic and emotional help for students, and providing the faculty with advice and
information. Although teaching is the central responsibility of the faculty at DBIS, the other
departments are critical in ensuring the academic success of students since they all link together to
form the individual student’s circle of care.
Although it is not unusual for English language learners to face challenges in English
classes and other primarily language-based subjects, their lower results have significant negative
consequences in the present competitive post-secondary environment and the school (Ministry of
Education, Ontario, ESL and ELD programs and services, 2010). The ELL boarding students
clearly need more academic support; the teachers, however, do not have the expertise required to
differentiate for the various levels of abilities among the ELL students, nor has it been a focus for
the school’s leadership (Burke, 2018; Gayef, 2014; Newton & Tarrant, 1992).
Furthermore, due to the siloed structure of DBIS, the Academic, Admissions, and
Boarding departments have not collected or shared sufficient information about the ELL
boarding students or their results, which has created the inconsistencies and at times overlap in
the academic support they receive (Evans et al., 2012). Teachers may lack pertinent information
about their students, and the boarding department operates in isolation with little to no feedback
from teachers. For example, teachers may not know when international students arrive in Canada
and are therefore unable to make allowances for jet lag or initial homesickness. Sometimes
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Boarding staff may be aware that a student is receiving extra assistance from an outside tutor, but
they have not shared this information with the teacher. In still other cases, Admissions may have
learned that a student experienced social or emotional problems a previous school, but they have
not let the teacher/advisor know about the issue. There can also be gaps in communication in the
other direction, with teachers failing to inform Boarding about problems the students have
experienced in the classroom (such as bullying) that may continue after classes are over.
This lack of coordination within the school has caused a decrease in the quality of
student support and a disconnect for ELLs, fragmenting their learning. Although teaching is at
the heart of this problem of practice, there is clearly a lack of vision and cohesion within the
school as to how to approach ESL education at DBIS.
The question is therefore: How might DBIS improve the teaching and support for its ELL
international students to increase their academic success? (Fullan, 2006; Hite & Donohoo, 2021;
Senge, 2015).
Framing the Problem of Practice
This problem of practice is influenced by several factors. DBIS undoubtedly faces issues
around competition, economics, and its culture as an institution. These issues affect DBIS’s ability
to adapt and improve its structure, systems, and the teaching methods that support the ESL students
(Deszca et al., 2019). The leadership team need to address these issues, particularly those
surrounding the organizational structures and practices within DBIS.
Considering the school’s history, culture, and situation, the use of Bolman and Deal’s FourFrame model (2017) is an appropriate framework to analyse its current situation. The structural,
human resources, political, and symbolic frames that Bolman and Deal have identified all play a
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significant role in this problem of practice. The frames are interconnected at DBIS, and it is only
by integrating them that one can come to a complete understanding of the problem.
Structural Frame
The structural frame consists of “the roles, goals, strategies, policies, technology and
environment” of the problem (Bolman & Deal, 2017, p. 20). Applying this frame assists in
analysing these aspects within the context of the school’s culture.
Senge (1990) suggests that a systems-thinking approach, in which the organization
is viewed as a learning entity, can be useful when approaching this frame. This encourages
holistic thinking rather than problem-solving in a fragmented or reactive manner, which can limit
the benefits of a chosen solution (Kofman & Senge, 1993). Systems thinking can prevent the
negative factors from arising while prompting leaders to anticipate potential challenges. In this
problem of practice, the different departments of Academics, Boarding, Guidance, and
Admissions need to evaluate their respective processes and find ways to become more
coordinated and effective in assisting the ELL students. If it wants to provide a responsive
academic environment for the students, DBIS must determine how harmonized its organizational
structure is and if there is a common understanding of ESL learning (Abacioglu et. al., 2019).
Evans et. al. (2012) explains that, when departments work in isolation, there is a lack of shared
knowledge, causing the support systems to be ineffective for the students and for the
organization. Currently, ELL students at DBIS must interact with various departments,
particularly when they need help, and they frequently seek assistance from different people.
They may, for example, ask for tutoring in Boarding and then ask Guidance to schedule help for
the same subject, without communicating any of this to their teacher. The process is disjointed
and no one department holds a clear, unified picture of the student’s struggles or lack of success
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due to the overlap of services between departments. It is frustrating and inefficient for faculty
when this information is not shared. The problem is exacerbated by the fact that there is a distinct
lack of understanding within DBIS as to how to be culturally responsive to ELL students. As
discussed earlier, this exists within the classroom teaching since most teachers have little or no
experience with language teaching, nor in designing assessments or scaffolded lessons to support
language learners. The faculty currently do not collaborate in the teaching of the ELL students
either; each academic department acts independently without consulting the others. Furthermore,
beyond the faculty and daily teaching, there is a disconnect in the supporting departments of how
to be culturally responsive or how to demonstrate cultural competency. For instance, in a
culturally responsive school, there should be an emphasis on understanding students’ home
cultures, constant communication with their families, and a widespread desire among members
of the community to learn a bit of the students’ language(s). It is important to celebrate their
respective cultures, have students see themselves reflected in the curriculum, and ensure that the
programs the school offers are aligned and support the ELL students mentally, socially, and
emotionally (Villegas & Lucas, 2002; Richards et al., 2006; Siwako, 2007). Creating a culturally
responsive environment by applying these attributes to the school’s pedagogy, culture and
structures would increase the trust between the students and teachers at DBIS, deepen the sense
of community across departments, and increase the ELL students’ success overall. (Brown-Jeffy
& Cooper, 2011; Gay 2000).
According to Senge (2020), it is not organizational structures that prevent improvement,
rather it is the thinking and culture that created these structures which hinder change. For
example: What assumptions do the various departments at DBIS have about their role in the
teaching of ELL students? Why are certain policies and procedures created and reinforced within
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DBIS? Considering these questions through a positive or strength-based position by beginning
with the systems that are beneficial for students (e.g., offering extra help in the evening in
boarding) will uncover areas that are not as effective (Cooperrider & McQuaid, 2012; Vera &
Crossnan, 2004).
Human Resources Frame
The human resources frame considers the people within an organization, and the roles
they play during a change process. This frame overlaps with the structural frame (particularly
around policies) and with the culture of the organization (Bolman & Deal, 2017). The human
resources frame needs to be applied in this case since the faculty and staff of DBIS will be
leaders in the improvement process, empowered through a distributed leadership model (Stoll,
2009). Any successful plan must include the teachers, since those who are responsible for
making the changes need to be involved in the design and implementation process (Kotter &
Schlesinger, 2008). DBIS teachers have already told school leaders that they need assistance in
pedagogy and assessment, and they know they need assistance from the school’s other
departments (Pappamihiel & Lynn, 2014; Von Esch & Kavanagh, 2018).
It is important to understand the DBIS community in order to grasp the psychology of
the institution. DBIS is a close-knit, caring community of people who need to know that their
voices are heard — historically, decisions at the school have been made through consensus (ten
Have et al., 2019). Working with others and being sensitive to their perspectives is a vital
component of my leadership lens since, as an authentic, distributive leader, I focus on fostering
relationships to ensure “a positive ethical climate, and relational transparency” (Agote et al.,
2016, p. 39). The faculty and staff need to recognize that I understand them and their
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perspectives. Trust is built between followers and leaders when everyone is included within the
developing and leading of a change process (Adiguzel, 2019; Gill, 2002).
Resistance has not been common among the staff at DBIS, but when it occurs it tends to
come from as lack of understanding about why the organization is making changes (Ford et al.,
2008). The leadership team at DBIS need to support the faculty and staff as they develop and
assimilate their own interpretation of the changes being made (Ford et al., 2008; Strebel, 1996).
For example, the English department know they need assistance, but they are apprehensive about
investigating this problem of practice since they fear they will be blamed for the poor ESL
results. The reality is that the ELL boarding students’ results are everyone’s concern, and this
must be made explicit to the community, which is the reason faculty and staff will be included in
the change process (Elmore, 2004).
Political Frame
The political frame considers the internal and external political influences within this
problem of practice. These include Ontario Ministry of Education’s expectations about the ESL
programming, as well as the universities’ entrance requirements (Ministry of Education, Ontario,
ELS and ELD programs and services, 2010). Their policies will need to be borne in mind while
formulating solutions, as will the internal governance and staff of DBIS since the “micro-politics
within a school” can cause friction when instituting change (Bush, 2015, p. 40).
Research shows that the underachievement of ELL students at DBIS is not uncommon,
since students who are considered ‘proficient’ in English are often overlooked in classes. They
may be learning but they are “not reaching their full academic potential” (Ministry of Education,
Ontario, ESL and ELD programs and services, 2010, p.9). Comparing the university admissions
results of domestic students at DBIS with those of the international students illustrates the
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challenges facing the ELL students. They tend to have lower grades not just in English, but also
have weaker marks in subjects where there is an emphasis on writing or there is a disciplinespecific or culturally based vocabulary, such as in science and the social sciences (Faltis &
Hudelson, 1994).
This pattern of lower results is also evident in the OSSLT (Ontario Secondary School
Literacy Test) statistics, where DBIS faces the same challenges as provincial public schools. On
average, 70-80% of ESL students in Ontario write the required OSSLT in Grade 10, but only
60% pass the test on their first attempt. The remaining 30% of the ESL students defer writing
until Grade 11. They may only defer once, and they still need to write and pass the test to
graduate. Teachers at DBIS are overwhelmed in their everyday efforts to ensure that students are
successful, and they feel ill equipped to prepare ELL students for this test properly. They also
feel pressure because the results of these tests are made public. It is an extremely stressful
experience for both the students and their families, since they only have one chance to write once
they defer, after which they are placed into an additional required English course to replace the
test, making it a high stakes situation (Singh, 2016).
Symbolic Frame
The symbolic frame addresses the philosophical core of the organization, namely its
mission, vision, and culture. DBIS has a long history and a certain amount of prestige, so the
suggestion that there is a need for change will challenge some of the school’s longstanding
traditions and beliefs (Ahmed, 1998). Discussions around the lack of support for ELL students
will have to be circumspect (Dover, 2019; Tedick & Cammarata, 2012). However, the success of
the students is of supreme importance, as is the reputation of DBIS as an institution.
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This frame also considers the connection that individuals have to their organization’s
mission and vision, which is what creates meaning for them in their work. Historically, DBIS has
been a trailblazer in the areas of social justice, the ethical treatment of students, and values-based
pedagogy. The cultural identity of the school is founded on these ‘firsts’ and they are a source of
pride for the members of the community (DBIS’s Statement of Guiding Principles, 2021). With
the longstanding and unchanged leadership team that has shaped the priorities of the
organization, it may be problematic to address problems that ‘contest the myth’ that DBIS is
meeting its mandate for its ELL students. However, given the increase in competitiveness for
entry into Canadian universities and the changes in the international student market, what was
once adequate in terms of assistance for students is no longer sufficient (Government of Canada,
2021: OUAC, 2021). The grades and overall results of the ELL students are making the
shortcomings glaringly evident. Some of the older faculty, however, still harken back to a time
when DBIS was successful in this regard, a time when there were fewer international students
and even less understanding of culture and pedagogy (Ahmed, 1998; Joshee & Sinfield, 2010).
Conceptual Framework
I have formulated a conceptual framework that is suited to this problem of practice, my
lens of authentic and distributed leadership, and the elements revealed by Bolman and Deal’s
model (2017). This framework highlights the importance of social justice by including student
cultural identity, recognizes how teachers’ understanding of language learning and cultural
competency can lead to more effective strategies and pedagogy, and includes the systems in the
school that support teachers, students, and parents (Appendix B). These are elements that
researchers have deemed essential for successful ESL school programs, and DBIS seems to lack
them all (Jabareen, 2009; Pappamihiel & Lynn, 2014; Von Esch & Kavanagh, 2018).
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The conceptual framework or lens to approach this problem of practice is founded in the
theory of social constructivism, with the ELL international students at its centre (Keaton, 2011).
Social constructivism, which is based in interpretivism, uses qualitative and inductive methods of
exploration in an inquiry-based model (Cresswell, 2014). It emphasizes observation and
individual experiences, and it also takes the culture of people and institutions into account
(Dykstra, 2014). Advocates of social constructivism argue that a team of professionals can and
should co-create meaning and knowledge through reflection, collaboration, and in-depth study
(Amineh & Asl, 2015; Harfitt & Chan, 2017). The theoretical foundation of social
constructivism offers schools a method to develop a community of inquiry, which will help
DBIS faculty and staff to determine and agree on the best way to improve the organization’s
level of cultural understanding and pedagogical practices, and on how to address the ethical
aspects of this problem. This can be accomplished by implementing culturally responsive
pedagogy, which has been shown to be a promising starting point when addressing ELL student
achievement; it improves teachers’ cultural understanding and helps them adjust both their
pedagogy and assessment to reflect equity while supporting individual student identity and
cultural competency (Brown-Jeffy & Cooper, 2011; Gay 2000, 2002; Ladson-Billings, 1995;
Villegas and Lucas 2002).
DBIS needs to take a multifaceted approach. At first, the leadership team should focus on
the efficacy and capacity of the teachers and the school to assist ELL students, since teachers’
capabilities have the largest effect on student achievement (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012).
Academic support is complex, as student achievement is determined by many factors, including
the training provided to a teacher, their own experiences, the inclusivity of a classroom, and the
fairness of the academic conditions for students. DBIS teachers need to reflect on their work
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through the lens of culturally responsive pedagogy to ensure that ELL students are treated
equitably and respectfully in their learning and assessments. Culturally responsive pedagogy is
founded in the belief that all teachers must be committed to each individual student’s success
(Taylor & Sobel, 2011). Unlike standard ESL professional development, which emphasizes the
mechanics of teaching language, culturally responsive educators act as social constructivists to
ensure student achievement, building their instruction around their social-cultural consciousness
and their knowledge of individual students (Abaciouglu et al, 2019, Baecher, et al., 2013;
Griffiths & Ryan, 2018, Villegas & Lucas, 2002). They believe teaching needs to account for
their students’ respective languages, cultures, and worldviews through a curriculum that reflects
socially-just practices (He et al., 2011).
The school’s administrative departments and stakeholders (such as the parents of the
students) are part of this framework since they play a vital role in assisting the ELL students.
Considering the interactions between school support systems and the stakeholders, it is evident
that DBIS must approach the problem through a systems-thinking model to ensure that their
efforts and learning are properly coordinated, and that change is sustained (Senge, 2020).
Guiding Questions for the Problem of Practice
After framing the problem through Bolman and Deal (2017), and having then considered
the conceptual framework and the academic literature surrounding the teaching of ELL students,
three guiding questions arise:
1. What professional learning should the school provide to teachers so that they are better
able to support ELL international students through culturally responsive pedagogy?
(Abacioglu et al., 2019; Griffiths & Ryan, 2018).
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2. How might the organizational structures within DBIS change to better support the ELL
boarding students? (Evans et al., 2012).
3. Informed by systems thinking and learning, how might the school develop a culture
around becoming a “learning organization” that contributes to continuous school
improvement? (Hite & Donohoo, 2021; Senge, 1990).
These guiding questions will help to shape the exploration of this problem of practice and
the inquiry that will be required to plan and execute the necessary changes at DBIS.
Professional Learning for Faculty
The leadership of DBIS should refocus closely on ESL academic programming,
particularly around the need for professional learning for its faculty (Darling-Hammond &
Bransford, 2007). DBIS needs to acknowledge that, although this problem of practice revolves
around grades, they cannot be the sole measure of ELL students’ success. The DBIS faculty and
staff, who are caring individuals, recognize this but they still find the concept of developing
culturally responsive pedagogy daunting, as they have had little or no training on the approach.
Teaching ELL students is far more than delivering a content-based instructional program;
it must meet the needs of the students on a cultural and equitable level, which is a tall order for
teachers who are already busy and engulfed in their day-to-day work (He et al., 2011; Johnson,
2009). Providing valuable professional learning opportunities for the faculty is critical, partly
because the deep learning required to change pedagogy cannot be delivered solely through the
typical one-time workshop (Gottlieb & Ernst-Slavit, 2019; Tedick & Cammarata, 2012).
Organizational Structures and Effectiveness
As discussed earlier, all of the departments at DBIS, including Boarding, Admissions,
and Guidance, must be included in the potential changes. They are used to working
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independently, often without needing to consider what effect or connection they have to other
departments. To tackle this issue effectively, administration will need to allocate specific times
for the teachers and staff to gather across departmental lines. This is challenging at DBIS
because teachers and staff already bear a heavy load of after-school, co-curricular programming.
These activities are particularly intense at boarding schools, and they take place outside of the
usual academic teaching time. The lack of flexible time makes it difficult to organize
interdepartmental work, which is problematic, since this complex problem will have to be solved
through a concerted and collaborative effort (Carlson, 1999).
Continuous Improvement in Teaching and Programs
DBIS is an independent school and needs to demonstrate value to the parents who pay
tuition, so it should be constantly striving for improvement in its systems, processes, and
programs (Gayef, 2014). Recognizing that teaching ELL students is a multidimensional effort,
especially with regard to the strategies and skills that teachers need to implement in their work,
all departments will need to learn together, and on a regular basis. Understanding and
committing to continuous improvement as an organization through research, reviewing
programs, and consistently learning to ensure that best practices are in place — these are things
that DBIS has neither prioritized nor visibly supported. This is a key concern in terms of how
DBIS will face this problem, since it may have to reimagine itself as an institution, and
reconsider both its culture and its reputation locally and internationally.
Since DBIS is an established institution with a long history, tackling this problem of
practice will challenge some dearly held beliefs, particularly among members of the
administration, some of whom think that DBIS is already providing the highest level of
programming for ELL students (Antiluoma et al., 2018, Fullan, 2021; Kotter, 2021). In fact, the
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teachers need support and encouragement to learn and grow as educators, while the departments
that assist the faculty also need to review and change to ensure best practices. Working towards
continuous improvement is an ongoing commitment and, over time, it should become ingrained
in the school’s culture, particularly if the teachers and staff come to view it as an essential part of
DBIS’s mission and vision (DBIS’s Mission Statement, 2021).
Leadership-Focused Vision for Change
To determine a leadership-focused vision for this change, it is important to identify which
areas to address. The problem at DBIS is that ELL students are not meeting their full potential
academically, particularly in their English and language-based classes. This is evident in the
international ELL students’ grades and in the overall results of their university applications. The
DBIS teachers themselves have acknowledged that they lack the pedagogical training in teaching
ESL, and that they lack the cultural understanding required to grasp the complexities to assist
students. A lack of coordination and a shared understanding between and among the various
DBIS departments that support ELL students has also been revealed, and there is a disconnect
between the academic, emotional, and social support that the ELL students require. By resolving
this problem of practice and bringing the various departments into better alignment, not only will
the students benefit academically, but they will be more comfortable and confident in their
culturally responsive learning environment, which will improve their lives overall (Fleckenstein
et al., 2016). The teachers will become adept in their application of culturally responsive
pedagogy, and they will have the opportunity for continuous learning as a faculty to learn and
improve ESL programming, while ensuring their curriculum materials and teaching materials are
culturally relevant (Fleckenstein, et al., 2016; Lent & Voight, 2019). Finally, closing this gap
will benefit the school as an institution. With its departments more aligned, DBIS will be able to
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provide better assistance to the students and their families through its support systems, and will
fulfill its mission to be a leader in progressive global education (DBIS Mission Statement, 2021)
The proposed course of action is to develop a learning organization that encourages
inquiry and continuous growth, and which ensures that the ELL students are treated with equity
and care (Capper, 2019, Fullan, 2006). My vision for change is to build a more ethical and
distributed leadership model within DBIS to address the elements discussed in my conceptual
framework, including the need for teachers to learn more about ESL instruction, culturally
responsive pedagogy, and equitable assessment and evaluation (Griffiths & Ryan, 2018; He et
al., 2011; Schussler, 2003). The supporting departments of Boarding, Guidance, and Admissions
will have the opportunity to unite and learn alongside the teachers to ensure best practices are
followed throughout DBIS (DeWitt, 2017). This process will require the organization to reflect
on its current model and re-evaluate itself, determining what is effective and where the changes
need to occur (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Wright, 2016).
Priorities and Desired Outcomes
Given the gaps that have been identified, the first step in this problem of practice will be
to increase the ESL program oversight through a distributed leadership model. Presently, there is
no cohesion in planning, nor are there systems to analyse the information that is currently
available about the ELL students, such as their grades, assessments, and university acceptances
(Carlson, 1999). Increasing program oversight will allow DBIS to develop an overarching plan
to determine what is specifically required for students, teachers, and departments (Von Esch &
Kavanagh, 2008).
With increased collaboration, faculty will have more guidance and support in their work
with ELL students, particularly in terms of strategies and assessment practices (Gottlieb & Ernst-

28
Slavit, 2019; Tedick & Cammarata, 2012). An analysis of the data about the ELL students will
identify where the students are struggling the most, and then this knowledge can be applied to
classroom teaching. It will be important for this work connect to daily pedagogy, since
researchers have shown that effective classroom delivery is the principal element in improving
ELL student learning (He et al., 2011).
The situation is complex because there is a need to examine the structure, culture, and
leadership model at DBIS to ensure it is supporting the ELL students. Investing the time to
evaluate these elements will help DBIS in moving thoughtfully and meaningfully towards
change as an organization and will provide the faculty the opportunity to learn, and to assimilate
their new learning to improve their practice (Avidov-Unger, 2016; Burnes, 2004; Cummings,
2016).
Internal and External Change Drivers
There are several change drivers that will affect how change is brought about at DBIS in
this problem of practice. Change drivers in this instance are defined as any internal or external
pressure that shapes change in an organization. Drivers may include the vision, strategy,
structures, and human resources in a particular institution (Whelan-Berry & Somerville, 2010;
Timperley, et al., 2014).
Leadership
The leadership team is a central change driver for this problem. Although I will lead the
change process at DBIS, all the leaders of the school’s various departments will need to be
involved to ensure its success. As a team, they must agree and clearly articulate the vision for
change in DBIS, while demonstrating and modeling change in their own actions; change
management researchers emphasize that this is essential. (Burke, 2014; Kotter, 1996). Since it is
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the leadership team who will identify areas for change within DBIS, they must understand that
these aspects of change may appear to be developmental (e.g., a change in process for
efficiency), transitional (e.g., a replacement or change in the school’s services), or temporary
(e.g., a short-term change as the faculty and staff attempts new strategies), depending on the
circumstances or timing in the process. The leadership team will need to demonstrate
commitment, patience, and support the faculty and staff as they identify and work through these
levels of change (Aravopoulou, 2016; Whelan-Berry & Somerville, 2010). While the school
leaders might desire rapid, transformational change, faculty and staff may find it difficult and
require both time to adjust and room to experiment with new ELL strategies. Therefore, as the
leadership team sets the strategy for organizational change, they need to hold the culture of DBIS
and its people uppermost in their minds as they carry out the process (Schein, 2010). The
leadership team can also drive change by establishing inclusiveness for all members of DBIS and
encouraging the participation of the departments in the change process (Fullan et al., 2014).
Systems
Student support systems at DBIS are an obvious change driver within this problem of
practice. The school’s systems and structures need to be analyzed and improved, since the
current ones are exacerbating problems for ELL students. Aligning the departments that support
the ELL students will increase capacity building across the systems and focusing on learning as a
school will improve the services and student experience (Fullan, 2021). As it exits the pandemic,
DBIS has a chance for renewal as an institution; the school has shown itself to be capable of
implementing solutions quickly in response to the challenges posed by COVID-19. The school
can now leverage these strengths and focus on improving its environment for the ELL students,
thus leading to innovation and continuous improvement (Timperley, et al., 2014). Identifying
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these systemic drivers requires system thinking leadership (Senge et al., 2015). Understanding
the required changes, building capacity, and encouraging generative discussions are the systemic
drivers that will move DBIS towards a proactive change process (Fullan, 2021; Senge; 2020;
Stoll, 2009).
Stakeholders and Structures
The people within DBIS are key players in the change process. The first are the faculty
and staff who teach, support, and genuinely care for the ELL students. They are motivated by
their desire and need to assist the ELL students, which the leadership team must acknowledge
throughout the process (Ahn, et al., 2004). Part of that recognition is ensuring that all faculty and
staff are included in decision making (Kotter & Schlesinger, 2008). The current hierarchical
model is not conducive to having more staff involvement in decision making, hence my vision of
a distributed leadership model within DBIS, since it will allow for and encourage more
collaboration (DeFlaminis et al., 2016; Jappinen, 2017).
The students and parents should also be involved in the change process, since it affects their
educational experience (Ruiz-Pérez et.al, 2020). The relational community aspect is a vital
internal driver for change since a partnership between home and school is required for students
to reach their academic potential. Although this is difficult for boarding students, efforts must be
made to include parents whenever possible (Jones & Harris, 2014). DBIS also faces external
pressure from local and global competitors that will raise the support among stakeholders, all of
whom want to see the school survive and thrive. This is particularly true of the board of directors
at DBIS, since they are the governors of the institution and it is their mandate to protect the
school’s interests (Whelan-Berry & Somerville, 2010).
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Mission and Vision of DBIS
The DBIS mission to be a progressive, global school that supports ELL students in their
learning is another meaningful change driver, particularly as it is tied to the issue of equity. The
school lists equity and inclusiveness among its core values, so they cannot be ignored, and
clearly DBIS is not meeting this mandate (DBIS’s Statement of Guiding Principles, 2021). DBIS
has an obligation to meet its responsibilities and create a learning environment that demonstrates
equity and justice for its students. Some teachers have raised concerns informally around equity
in the past (i.e., in casual discussions with administration), but their issues have not been
investigated thoroughly by DBIS as an organization. Part of this discussion is how DBIS can
promote a better understanding of the respective cultures of the ELL students and how cultural
understanding affects language learning and student success (Banks, 2006; Barth, 2013). If DBIS
is to remain true to its values, it must apply the lens of social justice as it investigates this
problem of practice, particularly with regards to its curriculum resources, pedagogy, assessment,
and inclusiveness in boarding (DBIS Mission Statement, 2021).
Organizational Readiness for Change
There is a certain level of readiness for change present within DBIS. This can be seen in
the kinds of concerns raised by faculty, particularly by the department heads who have brought
the ELL achievement problem to the attention of the academic leadership team. The department
heads have asked for an opportunity to investigate the problem through research, resources,
webinars, professional learning opportunities, and possibly hire a third-party consultant. The
Guidance counsellors have also shown a readiness to bring about change, as they have noticed
that ELL students face difficulties during the university application process. Over several years
they saw a pattern develop: ELL students were often limited in their university program options
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due to their lower English grades (DBIS Faculty Survey, 2021). The Guidance department is the
first point of contact in terms of academics, and they fielded calls from parents that revealed ELL
students were struggling with their course work. Parents were upset not only with the poor
academic results, but also that the students’ learning needs were not met. These were definite
indications that the success of the ELL students had become a serious issue at DBIS, and
Guidance indicated that they would like to join the exploration into this problem so they could
not only better support the students, but also the teachers. The Boarding department concurs with
Guidance, as they both have first-hand knowledge of the difficulties ELL student face in their
academic work, and when it comes to maintaining their social and emotional wellbeing. They
recognize that when students are not performing academically, their mental health deteriorates,
and their anxiety increases (Bass, 2014). Finally, the Admissions department recognizes that
their role is to ensure that DBIS can teach and support the students they choose to enroll. They
are tasked with enrolling appropriate students, and their assessments often serve as a predictor of
student success. They have access to a great deal of information on each student`s background,
both in terms of their academics and personal circumstances. Openness to new concepts is
entrenched in the school’s guiding principles and traditions, so introducing the idea of change
would not be contrary to the institutional culture, and the issue is clearly a timely one for DBIS
(DBIS’s Statement of Guiding Principles, 2021).
To ensure that change is successful in any organization, change initiators or leaders must
clarify with stakeholders not only the how to change, but the why to change. (Deszca et al.,
2019). This is part of gauging an organization’s readiness to change, and it must identify not only
the gap between the present condition and the desired state (i.e., what the organization needs to
achieve) but how it will improve the situation for the respective stakeholders so that they
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understand why the change will be valuable (Burke, 2018; Deszca et al., 2019). The leadership
team must recognize that an organization’s level of readiness is determined by how its members
have experienced changes previously, such as the responsiveness of the school’s leaders, the
adaptability of the culture of the organization, and the support that the members of the
community felt during the process (Burke, 2018; Weiner 2009). In the past, changes were
introduced at DBIS which were not as successful as they might have been, so it is crucial to bear
these points in mind when introducing this problem of practice to faculty and staff. One notable
example was when the principal independently designed and announced a school-wide
leadership program without significant community involvement. Although the principal did
eventually consult the faculty and staff and the program plans were altered, administration lost
the trust and initial buy-in of the community due to this one-sided launch of the principal’s idea.
Since it is important to lay a solid foundation before embarking on the change process,
the leadership team will need to determine if the DBIS community is well positioned to resolve
this problem, and if staff feel prepared with regard to the duration of time that will be required,
the team’s composition and skill set, the commitment level of the leadership at DBIS to engage
in problem solving, and what the change will require from the faculty and staff over and above
their usual responsibilities (Sirkin, et al., 2005).
Assessing Change Readiness
To measure the organization’s readiness for change, DBIS faculty and staff have already
participated in a survey based on the eight dimensions of change readiness (Judge & Douglas,
2009). This tool identifies factors that determine an organization’s capacity for successful
change. The eight components that DBIS needs to consider are: trustworthy leadership, trusting
followers, capable champions, involved middle management, the culture of innovation, how
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accountable the culture is, the effectiveness of the school’s communications and, most
importantly, the current level of systems thinking within the school (Judge & Douglas, 2009). To
ensure that the change is progressing well, the change team will have to be cognizant of these
factors throughout the process. The change plan that I propose in Chapter 2 will consider the
strengths of DBIS, its culture, and the feedback from the department heads, departments, and the
staff. It will also account for the potential difficulties that the organization may face as we
proceed.
By reflecting on the eight indicators listed by Judge and Douglas (2009) and after
considering the survey feedback obtained from school leaders, the overall conclusion is that
DBIS is prepared to begin a change process. There are two areas that may pose problems for the
leadership team and myself as the change leader, namely the effectiveness of the
communications within the school and the currently low level of systems thinking within DBIS.
This means that the process needs to have an effective communication strategy and a systemsbased approach when establishing the distributed leadership model (Bolden, 2011; Bush, 2015;
Spillane et.al., 2004).
Communications pose a concern because, historically, the leadership team has not had
coherent or consistent messaging. During DBIS’s last change project, the leadership team
communicated with the community in a vague and sporadic way. They did not convey a sense of
the why DBIS needed to change, and the how faltered because of the lack of clarity (Burke,
2018; Deszca et al., 2019). The faculty became frustrated with what they saw as an absence of
decision making. In fact, decisions were being made, but the problem was that these decisions
were not being communicated in a clear and transparent manner. Therefore, the communication
and feedback plan for this problem of practice must be outlined and conveyed to all members of
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the community prior to beginning the project so that consistent communications can be
maintained throughout, otherwise resistance to change will flourish within pockets of the faculty
and staff (Ford et al., 2008; Matos Marques Simoes & Eposito, 2014; Strebel, 1996).
The issue of communications is tied to the wider challenge of departments acting in silos.
The various departments at DBIS do not always collaborate and therefore messaging to the
faculty and staff is sometimes muddled and unfocused. This is partly because people are simply
busy; if something is not seen to be a high priority, it is not accomplished (Bush, 2015; Sirkin, et
al., 2005). The situation is further complicated by the fact that some departments try to hold on to
their responsibilities and are not inclined to collaborate on or relinquish certain duties. When one
department completes a task that another department has deemed to be part of their role, it may
be viewed as an infringement on their remit (Kotter, 2021). Left unaddressed, this kind of tension
and lack of coordination will only slow the change process at DBIS, especially if no sense of
urgency is established and roles within the change plan are not clearly defined. Systems thinking
is therefore a fundamental part of solving this problem of practice and instituting lasting change
(Senge et al., 2015; Senge, 2020).
Internal and External Forces Shaping Change
Beyond the organizational readiness level, there are internal and external forces that will
shape change at DBIS. Decisions made by stakeholders within the organization are an example
of what constitutes an internal force. They tend to be more predictable because they are formed
by the people who are closest to the problem. For example, the leadership team and board of
directors set the priorities of the school, and therefore they are the ones who can reallocate
resources to more ELL support (Szdlowska, 2016). The expertise and willingness of the faculty
and staff to engage in the process and their desire to learn and lead throughout it are other
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internal forces that will affect the change process at DBIS (Deszca et al., 2019), although the
indicators identified by Judge and Douglas (2009) point to readiness in this regard and some
participants have already expressed a desire to make changes.
A demographic shift among students is an external force that will shape change at DBIS.
Not only has there been an increase in ELL boarding students at the school, but there has also
been a rise in applications from Canadian resident day students who are also ELL. This will
further pressure DBIS into making changes as it faces challenges with these students. The speed
of technological advances and the competition that DBIS now faces in the marketplace are
placing external pressure on the organization as well (Burke, 2018).
However, it is important to consider that there have always been emerging ideas and
improvements within DBIS, regardless of whether a formal process for change has been
implemented. Individual members of the DBIS community have championed and improved
various programs, and their accomplishments indicate a willingness and a desire for change,
regardless of whatever internal and external forces may be at play (Tsoukas & Chia, 2002).
In conclusion, DBIS is currently unable to serve its ELL students as well as it could due to a
lack of shared understanding, coherence, and alignment across departments about how to
approach the ESL program. Information about ELL student performance is not collected or
analyzed systematically and the school lacks capacity within its faculty and staff to develop and
teach a culturally responsive program for its students. The various departments are struggling to
address ELL shortcomings independently and ad hoc when the problem requires sound data,
unified effort, and the development of specific skillsets among staff. A comprehensive plan that
addresses the pedagogical, cultural, and structural issues at DBIS will be further explored in
Chapters 2 and 3 as part of the planning and monitoring of the change process.
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Chapter 2: Planning and Development

The combination of authentic and distributed leadership styles that I presented in
Chapter 1 is based on mutual trust and collaboration between colleagues, and a conviction that
schools need to provide as many opportunities as possible for all students to learn and succeed
(Agote et al., 2016; Cameron, et al., 2004; Fullan, 2011). Chapter 2 will continue this discussion
with an emphasis on social constructivism and systems thinking as the foundation for the plan to
address this Problem of Practice.
Leadership Approaches to Change
This section explains how practices from my integrated leadership model and my
theoretical lens of social constructivism will be employed to lead DBIS through effective change.
The elements of authentic and distributed leadership complement one another: Authentic
leadership is the ethical core while the distributed leadership model will empower faculty to
enhance their knowledge and skills as practitioners while implementing improvements to ensure
the ELL students experience academic success (Glaze, 2018; Harris et al., 2015).
Authentic Leadership Approach: Leading with Heart
As an authentic leader at DBIS, I will clearly communicate my core values and the moral
imperative to assist all our ELL students (Fullan, 2011). This is representative of my leadership
approach, since authentic leaders tend to be introspective, looking deeply inward while building
their leadership plans outward from their essential commitments, rather than approaching only
from a management perspective (Evans, 1996). While demonstrating the attributes of care, trust,
and resiliency, I will create a sense of urgency around the need for change that will energize and
mobilize the teachers and staff around the change process and highlight the importance of
helping the ELL students to motivate the staff (Glaze, 2018; Kotter, 1996). Communicating this
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shared vision for change has a dual purpose. It will not only inspire the DBIS community in their
commitment to the students, but it will also fulfill the school’s mission to be an inclusive and
globally minded place to learn (DBIS’s Mission Statement, 2021).
Forming trusting relationships and creating a supportive constructivist learning
environment are critical aspects in tackling this problem, since some teachers at DBIS will feel
vulnerable as they delve into their own teaching practices (Duignan, 2020; Gardner et al., 2005;
Khan et al., 2016). My authentic leadership approach is well suited to this problem of practice
since it will help to strengthen the relationships between the administration and the teachers
(Bush, 2015). Research has shown that it is not the leadership approach that guarantees success
in a change process, but rather the quality of the interpersonal relationships that the individual or
group has with their leaders (Furst & Cable, 2008; Gill, 2002). In fact, if there is a lack of trust
between people within an organization, leadership styles have little influence on the behaviour of
others (Bush & Glover, 2012; ten Have, et.al, 2019). It is therefore important that I develop
connections with community members and demonstrate an understanding of the organization
when leading the change process (Fullan et al., 2014; George & McLean, 2007). As DBIS moves
through the planning and execution stages of the change, it will be important to bear the ethical
and moral purpose of our work in mind (Fullan 2005; 2006). The authentic leadership lens also
encompasses the ethical components of my conceptual framework, for instance, the need for
equity for the ESL students within the exploration of culturally responsive pedagogy (Capper,
2019; Capper et al., 2014; He et al., 2020; Khalifa et al., 2016).
My leadership approach will be focused on creating conditions in which the members of
DBIS feel inspired, motivated, and intellectually stimulated throughout the change process.
Feeling part of the decision making encourages participants to be creative, adaptive, and to
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demonstrate constructivist learning and leadership (Duignan, 2020; Kinnucan-Welsch, 2007;
Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Leithwood & Macall, 2008). The principles of change leadership also
suggest that the leader must issue clear communications, collaborate with colleagues, and
commit to supporting and learning alongside others (Donohoo, 2017; Jones & Harris, 2014).
This collaborative approach will make it possible for people to lead within their own classrooms,
divisions, or departments (Bolden, 2011; DeFlaminis et al., 2016).
Distributed Leadership Approach: Leading with Others
As a leader I need to facilitate growth and change among the teachers and staff at DBIS,
and the distributed leadership model will help me to develop institutional capacity (Hite &
Donohoo, 2021; Ho & Lee 2016; Hargreaves & Fink, 2008). Distributed leadership, which can
be structured in many ways, will increase participation among faculty and staff, and make DBIS
stakeholders aware that they are all responsible for the ELL students. Many hands are required to
ensure DBIS is meeting the needs of the ELL students. Everyone has a role to play, whether as
teachers, Guidance, Boarding, Admissions, or support staff.
Distributed leadership in action can be complex, particularly within schools. Conceptually,
it is built on relationships of responsibility, cooperation, and trust between teachers,
demonstrated through “strong cultures of lateral and vertical teamwork, networking,
participation, target setting and self-evaluation” (Hargreaves & Fink, 2008, p. 236). Schools that
have implemented distributed leadership have shown an increase in imagination, creativity, and
innovation in their teachers and students (Hargreaves & Fink 2008; Stoll, 2009). Within
distributed leadership, effective leaders employ what Leithwood et.al. (2010) refer to as the fourpath model, focusing on pedagogical skills and knowledge, the emotions of the staff, the
organizational structures and policies of the school, and the external influences on students and
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learning. For distributed leadership to be effective within DBIS the leadership team will need to
invest time upfront, introducing the strategy and the stages of change at an appropriate pace for
stakeholders. This is particularly important in a distributed leadership model, so that those who
are required to lead and change both understand and support the changes (Kotter & Schleinger,
2008). Distributed leadership will also help to combat the current hierarchical model at DBIS:
There will be more collegial collaboration as teachers work together to improve their practice
and which will be needed to build a professional learning community (Holloway et. al., 2018;
Stoll, 2009).
Empowering the teachers at DBIS through a more distributed framework will also increase
the faculty’s capacity. It has been shown that creating a “mediating layer” of leadership between
the classroom and the administration can have a positive effect on the quality and lasting
improvement to pedagogy (Stoll, 2013, p. 564). A distributed model of teacher-leaders will
increase not only collaboration and but also professional learning and growth, which are
improvements required at DBIS (Amels et al., 2021; Ho & Lee, 2016; Holloway et al.,2017).
I chose a combined authentic leadership and distributed leadership model because it begins
with a strong ethical core. It creates an improvement plan that is tailored to the community
members while acknowledging the cultural aspects of the institution (Harris et al., 2015).
Providing the community with a distributed model will establish a new way for people at DBIS
to work together, and it supports constructivist learning. Not only will it equip teachers with the
knowledge and skills needed for change, but it will also serve to align and unify the school
around continued improvement (Ho & Lee, 2016).
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Figure 1
Integrated Leadership Lens for DBIS

Independently, both leadership lenses have deficiencies. In the case of authentic
leadership, it may emanate from one person if there is no supporting structure. A single
administrator then tends to bear the full weight of leading unless they incorporate another model
in conjunction with it, since individuals cannot change institutions on their own (George &
McLean, 2007). Distributed leadership can lack accountability and can also create uncertainty in
an organization without a strong anchor group or director who shares both the vision and values
with others in the institution (Ho & Lee, 2016; Holloway et al., 2017). My authentic, ethical
leadership lens will influence DBIS through the distributed leadership model, making it an ideal
combination for DBIS and my theoretical lens of social constructivism. The change plan will
reflect this integrated leadership approach; it will build on authentic virtues and empower the
faculty and staff to lead improvement through systems thinking.
Framework for Leading Change
DBIS is facing environmental and external pressures, so the type of change connected to
this problem of practice for DBIS is defined as reactive change, which occurs within an
organization as a direct response to external events or circumstances (Deszca et al., 2019). In this
case, DBIS is reacting to the lack of academic success of the ELL students as well as the
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complaints and concerns raised by the students and their parents. Nadler and Tushman divide
reactive change into two categories: adapting change, which is based on incremental and
continuous change; and radical change, which is the overhaul or reimaging of the strategy of the
organization (Deszca et al., 2019). Although DBIS is reacting to a recognized issue, the type of
change required to resolve this problem is adaptive, since solving it will involve the study and
evaluation of systems (Burke, 2018; Nadler & Tushman, 1989).
Possible Change Frameworks
Change frameworks help leaders to understand a problem, articulate a vision, and guide
their organizations through transition (Nadler and Tushman, 1998). Three prominent step model
change frameworks were examined to determine which might best address the problem of
practice at DBIS.
Lewin’s Model – Unfreeze, Change, Refreeze
Over 60 years ago, Kurt Lewin developed a step or stage process to explain how an
organization undergoes a period of change (Deszca et al., 2019). Lewin believed that leaders
need to investigate their systems and structures before identifying the parts that should change.
The initial phase of his change model, the ‘unfreezing’ stage, starts with a crisis within the
organization that needs to be addressed by the leadership. In this ‘unfreezing’, leaders mobilize
their followers to prepare them for change (Burnes, 2004). In the second ‘change’ stage, the
organization plans and executes the necessary modifications, and particular attention is paid to
the psychological effects the change will have on the individuals concerned. This involves
creating a sense of safety, increasing the learning of new concepts, and ends with a cognitive
restructuring of how individuals behave and what they believe (Schein, 2010). In the final
‘refreezing’ step, the organization learns to adopt the new learning culture and implement new
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skills in their work (Burnes, 2004; Hargreaves & Harris, 2015). The advantage to Lewin’s model
is its simplicity, making it easy to communicate. The disadvantage of Lewin’s model is that it
can hide the complexity of change and may not sufficiently account for the forces within the
organization that are driving or preventing change. It is also not evident when one should
calibrate or measure the change during the process (Deszca et al., 2019). Since the plan is to
institute a distributed leadership model for DBIS, there needs to be an explicit change framework
for the teacher leaders and departments. They must be confident in their understanding since they
need to lead the transformation process each day within their roles (Schein, 2010). My leadership
approach relies on empowering others in their work and mitigating any confusion which may
hinder their leadership. Lewin’s model does not provide enough clarity around the stages of
change, whereas Kotter’s model (2014), which will be discussed a little later, is more detailed.
Change Path Model
The second model considered was the Change Path Model formulated by Deszca, Ingols
and Cawsey (2019), which is based on their research around organizational change. The three
stages of their model are: (i) ‘Awakening’ which involves understanding the forces that are
causing the problem and how it presents within the organization, and then developing a change
vision; (ii) the ‘Mobilization’ stage, to communicate the vision and leverage the resources of the
organization; (iii) ‘Acceleration’ to engage others and build momentum; and (iv)
‘Institutionalization’ to develop new structures and systems to support the changes made (Deszca
et al., 2019, p. 55). This model offers clearly delineated steps for DBIS to follow, and it allows
change leaders to begin with a critical organizational analysis to understand the internal and
external environments affecting the situation (Deszca et al., 2019). There are, however, potential
drawbacks to this model. To begin with, the steps are broadly defined and only provide the
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leader with limited directions. This may work for some problems or organizations, but when
communicating with others (a critical issue at DBIS), clarity of process is of utmost importance,
particularly when several different teams are involved (e.g., faculty, Boarding, Guidance and
Admissions). Secondly, Deszca, Ingols and Cawsey (2019) suggest that their model be combined
with Gentile’s model of change whereby individuals are given the opportunity to challenge
aspects of the change when they believe that the change conflicts with the institution’s values,
and Duck’s model which addresses the emotional impact of change for the participants.
Although Deszca, Ingols, and Cawsey’s model (2019) is deficient in addressing individual
change, Kotter’s accelerator model (described below) considers both the institutional and
individual psychological toll the change will have on participants, and their emotional state.
Kotter’s Eight Accelerator Model
Considering the problem of practice, the proposed solutions, and the institutional
structure and culture of DBIS, Kotter’s model is the best change framework for this problem. It
offers the advantages of the previous two models, but also provides a distinct and structured plan
for the organization. His design is built on eight change accelerators that the various leaders
within DBIS can follow, and it is simple to communicate. Initially conceived as an Eight-Stage
Plan (1996), Kotter (2014) updated certain characteristics or steps and renamed them
“accelerators” to reflect aspects that he felt were initially lacking.
Founded on Lewin’s model of change in which an organization ‘unfreezes’ in a
preparatory stage and then ‘refreezes’ actions to solidify change, Kotter’s model provides a far
more detailed road map for leaders, including the steps required for organizational change and
the potential challenges (2014). His first accelerator is for leaders to ‘establish a sense of
urgency’ around an issue or opportunity. They are then to ‘create a guiding coalition’ or a
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volunteer army of individuals who will lead the change as a team. The third accelerator has the
team ‘develop a shared vision and strategy’ to achieve the vision. The fourth stage has the
leaders ‘communicate the vision’ while the fifth ‘empowers broad-based action’ across the
organization, through learning and work. In the sixth step, the leaders “celebrate short term
improvements,” recognizing people who have made a difference (Kotter,1996, 2014, 2021).
Here, Kotter warns leaders not to stop the process or “declare victory too soon,” since the
seventh and eighth accelerators of “consolidating gains and maintaining momentum” are critical
to “anchor change to the culture” and lead it towards continuous improvement (Kotter, 1996, p.
22). Kotter acknowledges that, unlike his initial staged plan (1996), the accelerators may not be
sequential and could happen simultaneously, which may make them well suited to an agile,
learning-focused organization. I need a clear, flexible plan to complement my inquiry-based
learning model to lead DBIS through change, since engaging in continuous improvement is
rarely a sequential process for schools (Kotter, 2014, 2021). He also stresses the need to build a
team to inspire and lead the change, which is a far better fit for my distributed leadership model.
It is this aspect, and the need to lead with ethics and purpose, that make Kotter’s model an
appropriate choice for DBIS, since the intent is to integrate culturally responsive pedagogy.
Kotter’s model accounts for the interactions between the frames of systems, people, and
culture within an organization, not unlike Bolman & Deal’s (2017) Four-Frame model.
Throughout the change process, Kotter focuses on the psychology of the people involved, not
only by providing the kind of safety that Lewin recommends (Schein 2010) but by offering
leaders specific advice about how to identify and mitigate points of resistance, as well as how to
plan the implementation of change with stakeholders to ensure its adoption and sustainability,
thus increasing the likelihood that the culture of the organization itself will change over time
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(Kotter, 2021; Kotter & Schlesinger, 2008). Kotter stresses the importance of using a change
model that aligns with the organization’s vision, mission, and goals. Without a shared vision that
is aligned with the school mission, the DBIS change process will not be successful, which would
be demoralizing for the participants (Kotter, 1996, 2021).
Kotter’s more explicit instructions will work well with the distributed leadership model at
DBIS. His plan as first laid out was lock stepped, but the newer version is now more fluid. It
emphasizes constructivist learning across organizations and broad-based action which relies on
distributed leadership, while still acknowledging the challenges and celebrations that occur
within a change process. Kotter’s model also complements systems-based thinking and learning
since it allows for a wider scope. It works for both the faculty and supporting staff of DBIS and it
will support the implementation of appreciative inquiry, which will be discussed in Chapter 3
(Senge, 1990, 2020; Shaked & Schechter, 2016; Stoll, 2009).
Critical Organizational Analysis
To better understand the organizational context at DBIS, I have applied the diagnostic
tool outlined by Nadler, and Tushman’s Congruence Model (Deszca et al., 2019) (Appendix C).
Its purpose is to evaluate how aspects of an organization work together, and to determine
existing gaps. The model illustrates the characteristics of a change environment and identifies
necessary strategic leadership priorities (Nadler & Tushman, 1990, 1999). The various
components of the organization — the work/tasks, structure, people, and culture — are analyzed
for their fit to create a well-ordered system to meet desired outcomes (Nadler & Tushman, 1989).
Input and Output
The first part of the Congruence Model is the input component, which focuses on strategy,
the resources DBIS can employ, and the environment or context in which it operates. The
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strategy component includes DBIS’s mission to be both a leader in global education and a
pedagogically progressive school (DBIS Mission Statement, 2021). The resources available
include the staff at DBIS, all of whom support the ELL students in one way or another. In terms
of the environment, DBIS must examine the independent school market since the school is
facing increased competition both locally and internationally (DBIS Statement of Guiding
Principles, 2021).
The second component of the model focuses on the output. The output is determined by
DBIS’s performance and whether DBIS meets its mission as a school, specifically that the ELL
students are able to experience academic success in a socially-just and globally minded learning
environment (DBIS’s Admissions Web Page, 2021). To achieve this, each faculty member at
DBIS must be able to teach diverse ELL students with culturally responsive pedagogy and have
a good understanding of how to teach language effectively. At the system level, the students
need to receive academic and social support from the various departments at the school.
The transformational aspect or centre of the Congruence Model focuses on the work, the
people, the structure, and the culture of the organization (Nadler & Tushman, 1999).
Work
As far as the work at DBIS is concerned, there is the fundamental requirement that the
school meet the academic needs of its ELL students through its pedagogy. This is challenging,
because although there has been an increase in the diversity and numbers of the ELL student
population (particularly in its boarding program) there has not been a proportional hiring of ESL
teachers to support this area of growth (DBIS Admissions Web Page, 2021). This situation
creates substantial pressure on classroom teachers as they attempt to not only differentiate their
daily instruction, but also to provide additional assistance to students with their schoolwork
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(Gottlieb & Slavit, 2019; Tedick, 2009). It is impossible to increase the responsibilities of the
faculty as they must already manage additional co-curricular and boarding duties.
Another concerning issue is how the ELL students are enrolled and supported when they
enter DBIS. The Admissions department, who are responsible for the selection and intake of the
student population, are under pressure to fill the spots in boarding. Their goal is to find students
from different international countries who can afford the substantial tuition at DBIS, while
ensuring diversity is maintained within the composition of students. Admission decisions are
based on report cards and student test results on the International English Language Testing
System (IELTS) or the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) (Faltis & Hudelson,
1994). The issue for DBIS two-fold: The Admissions department has never tracked their data to
know whether the tests or the resulting scores are strong enough indicators of English
proficiency or of future student success, and the data collected by Admissions on the students is
not shared with the teachers or the other supporting departments. Not sharing information creates
disadvantages for the teachers, as well as for the Guidance department and the Boarding
program, since this data is vital in the initial integration of the students into DBIS and would help
to determine if programs are adequately serving the needs of the ELL students (He et al., 2011;
Johnson, 2009; Sharkey & Layzer, 2000; Tichnor-Wagner, 2016).
People
The faculty is the key group in performing DBIS’s primary task, as they provide instruction
and support to the ELL students. The growing concern among teachers has been a lack of ESLbased professional learning even though the composition of the school has been rapidly
changing. Teachers are disheartened to see the ELL student population struggle. Through
satisfaction surveys and conversations with department heads, the faculty have also indicated
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that they are disillusioned with the school’s mission. They know they are not meeting DBIS’s
vision of being a global school (DBIS Mission Statement, 2021).
The faculty at DBIS currently avoid explicitly teaching language through their respective
subjects, partly because they do not have the skills that would allow them to focus on the
mechanics of the language (Tedick, 2009). Some teachers realize they need to improve their
understanding of different strategies such as Content Based Instruction (CBI), a curricular and
instructional approach that helps students learn English through subject content (Gottlieb &
Slavit, 2019; Tedick & Cammarata, 2012). Faculty have also noted there needs to be more
equitable assessments that better reflect the capabilities of DBIS’s ELL students (Gottlieb &
Slavit, 2019). Within these issues, the faculty are also realizing that teaching ELL students is not
simply a matter of training in ESL instruction. Although their focus is on academic learning and
achievement, these strategies are successful when teachers have a deep understanding of their
students’ culture, experiences, and their individual identities. Without the understanding of
cultural competence and critical consciousness that is emphasised in culturally responsive
pedagogy, the likelihood of ELL student success decreases (Ladson-Billings, 1995).
These displays of concern demonstrate a level of change readiness among the teachers.
However, faculty are already straining under a heavy workload, so sustained professional
learning often falls by the wayside. Realigning the school priorities to support the teachers’
learning is crucial in addressing this problem of practice. To remain true to my social
constructivist approach, I will need to be seen to be learning alongside the faculty and ensure that
they are given ample collaborative learning time between departments and grades (Aas, 2017;
Fullan et al., 2014).
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Formal Organization
There are two parts of the structure of DBIS that need to be addressed, namely the
administrative structure, which oversees the operational departments, and the academic structure.
As discussed previously, DBIS functions under a hierarchical, siloed model that has hindered
departmental collaboration. Having leaders who oversee distinct aspects of the school
(academics, admissions, operations) has created a multi-layered system which slows decision
making and prevents pertinent information from being shared between departments.
This siloed situation extends to faculty departments as well. Although there are meetings
between department heads, as well as internal departmental meetings, there is little collaboration
across academic discipline-based departments to encourage the discussion of teaching strategies
or the evaluation of programs. This has resulted in a lack of accountability, since there is no clear
delineation of who is ultimately responsible for the ELL students or accountable for ESL
teaching; the English department is small and is not equipped with ESL specific teachers
(Reeves, 2004, 2006). Without structures to support this type of work, it has left much of the
teaching and learning without coordination, oversight, or accountability. This has caused a
breach in capacity within the faculty (Hargreaves & Harris, 2015; Ho & Lee; 2016). Through my
leadership, the implementation of learning through a sustainable form will need to be introduced
as it has yet to be integrated into DBIS’s structure or culture (Harris, 2014; Leithwood & Macall,
2008).
In terms of programming and support for the ELL students, the school provides levelled
English language classes. These courses are designed by the Ministry of Ontario, and the
students progress through them according to their skills and abilities. There is a clear discrepancy
between these ELL classes and mainstream classes at DBIS since the both the content and the
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skills they teach are dissimilar. Moreover, DBIS’s sole ESL teacher cannot possibly support all
the ELL students in closing this instructional gap (Fleckenstein et al., 2016). A well-developed,
distributive leadership model would alleviate this problem by giving departments more control
over program development, and by increasing the capacity of the faculty and staff in their
teaching and support of the ELL students. It would also encourage a stronger culture of learning
and sharing as a community (Jappinen, 2017; Spillane et al., 2004; Senge et al., 2015).
Informal Organization
The informal aspect of the organization includes the community’s culture, as well as the
beliefs and values of its members. This is something that Schein (2010) refers to as
manifestations of assumptions within the school culture. Although DBIS professes that it
supports ELL students through its history, mission, and values, there is a disconnect between the
schools stated values and how it has actually structured and delivered its program for its students.
Some of these structural issues, combined with minimal professional support for the faculty and
staff, are indicative of the underlying assumptions held by the organization (Yoon, 2008; Kim
2021).
One of the prominent assumptions that has been expressed at DBIS is that the teaching of
ELL students is the sole responsibility of the ESL teacher. This thinking hinders the regular
classroom teachers’ willingness to engage in learning to improve their practice and to understand
the ELL students’ culture (Cummins, 1997; Yoon, 2008). It also highlights the need for DBIS to
address not only the teaching of language, but to embrace a more holistic view while applying
culturally responsive pedagogy (Capper, 2019; Harfitt & Chan, 2017; Khalifa, 2016; 2020).
The faculty at DBIS need to improve their understanding of culture and language learning.
For example, it takes students a few years of study just to learn colloquial English and several
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years more for them to master academic English, and these challenges are not always reflected in
the faculty’s teaching methods (Pettit, 2011; Reeves, 2004, 2006; Walker et al., 2004). In other
instances, DBIS teachers have underestimated the academic capabilities of the ELL students,
setting low expectations in the belief they were helping students (Glaze, 2018). These
assumptions are a symptom of how an absence of training leads to misconceptions (Walker et al.,
2004). The faculty’s limited understanding of ELL learning must be addressed at DBIS, since
research shows a teacher’s own knowledge and experience are the strongest predictors of an ELL
students’ success in a mainstream classroom (Dover, 2009; Duignan, 2020; Kim, 2021).
These pedagogical shortcomings have affected collective efficacy — there is a need to
develop the faculty’s skills and knowledge and their beliefs about their own abilities as teachers
(DeWitt, 2017; Donohoo, 2017; Hite & Donohoo, 2021; Tschannen-Moran & Chen, 2014).
Achieving efficacy within DBIS requires a shift in focus of its leadership lens, a new structure,
and an increase in capacity through professional learning (Ho & Lee, 2016; Khan et al., 2016;
Stoll, 2009). It has been shown that higher efficacy and capacity can not only alter assumptions
within an organization, but combined with professional learning, it can also influence teacher
beliefs by promoting diversity and teacher creativity (Bush & Glover, 2012; DeWitt, 2017; Pettit,
2017). My chosen change model, Kotter’s Eight Accelerators can help to address these problems
since his method emphasizes leading with the heart (ethics and care) and developing a distributed
model of change agents who can lead learning and create change within DBIS. (Hargreaves &
Fullan, 2012; Kotter, 2014, 2021).
Organizational Analysis Synopsis
There is currently a misalignment within DBIS that is preventing it from becoming a
globally minded, socially just school with academically successful ESL students. Changes are
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required to prioritize the ESL program within DBIS. The school needs to increase the
collaboration and efficacy between the different departments who support the ELL students and
improve the ability of the faculty in providing culturally responsive pedagogy. Considering the
resources and implications for the school, this analysis has laid the foundation for three possible
solutions to this problem of practice.
Possible Solutions to Address the Problem of Practice
This section explores possible ways to resolve the problem of practice at DBIS. These
proposed solutions spring from the guiding inquiry questions below (taken from Chapter 1).
They reflect the conclusions of the critical organizational analysis, and they are informed by my
theoretical lens of social constructivism and systems-thinking.
1. What professional learning should the school provide to teachers so that they are better
able to support ELL international students through culturally responsive pedagogy?
(Abacioglu et al., 2019; Griffiths & Ryan, 2018).
2. How might the organizational structures within DBIS change to better support the ELL
boarding students? (Evans et al., 2012).
3. Informed by systems thinking and learning, how might the school develop a culture
around becoming a “learning organization” that contributes to continuous school
improvement? (Hite & Donohoo, 2021; Senge, 1990).
The proposed solutions to these questions are to expand the ESL department, provide
professional learning for the faculty, and to restructure the school’s student support systems
(Appendix D).
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Solution 1: Expanding the ESL Department at DBIS
After considering the critical organizational analysis and the shortcomings in the way ESL
programs are currently being delivered at DBIS, one solution is to hire another ESL teacher to
help the increasing number of ELL students at the school. Having just one teacher attempt to
teach all the levelled ESL courses to the students and provide additional support outside of class
time is obviously an unreasonable expectation (Barth, 2013; Bass 2013). The students require
and deserve to have teachers who are skilled in the pedagogy of language teaching and who can
scaffold learning and assessments for their diverse levels. Teachers trained in ESL teaching have
a better understanding of the struggles ELL students face and are adept in culturally responsive
pedagogy, so they are more responsive to students’ needs as they adapt to the new culture and
schooling in Canada (Pfieffer et al., 2016; Tedick & Cammarata, 2012)
Hiring another teacher would give DBIS an opportunity to create a small but separate
department focused on ESL pedagogy and programming. The current model with just one ESL
teacher who attends English department meetings has left DBIS with no cohesive framework in
programming (Akin & Neumann, 2013). One teacher working in isolation limits collaboration
and hinders the development of innovative programming, leaving the program static. This
solution would add critical mass to solving the ELL issues at DBIS. In the current model, with
only one teacher acting as a department unto themselves, the students do not have strong
advocacy for their learning needs. If schools do not establish a support team of teachers to
develop programs, monitor students, and advocate for students with learning challenges (such as
ELL students) their needs will not be met in their mainstream classes. While some research
recommends that ELL students be integrated into the mainstream classes for language
acquisition, there is also evidence that specialized classes can help them improve their language
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skills and cultural learning, which increases their ability to understand context (McConatha,
2015; Lenski et al, 2006). ELL students are sometimes reluctant to ask questions in mainstream
classes, in part because the norms of Canadian schooling are unfamiliar to them. Increasing ESLfocused teaching would contribute to the students’ confidence in other classes, especially since
cultural competency is a skill that can be transferred to different contexts (Faltis &
Hudelson,1994, Fleckenstein et al., 2016).
Having another ESL teacher at DBIS would assist with interdepartmental collaboration to
better serve the interests of the ELL students, and the onsite expertise would benefit both the
students and the faculty. The new ESL department would develop a comprehensive framework
and programming for language teaching, and offer professional development to teachers through
workshops, resource sharing, mentoring, and the co-teaching of classes. Providing the new
teacher flexibility in their schedule would also allow them to increase their availability for
students during study periods. It might also be possible to hold supplemental classes for boarding
students, alleviating the current shortage of support in that program (Von Esch & Kavanaugh
2018). The ESL teachers’ role would go beyond classroom teaching, with responsibilities closer
to those of a resource support teacher. The ESL department could grow as the situation warrants,
adding yet another ESL teacher as the ELL student population increases.
Resources
The resources required for this solution would be fiscal. At DBIS, budgeting for the next
year school year takes place each November, and the school’s board of directors must approve
any expenditures. To convince them to adopt this solution, there would need to be a review of
the current student population to justify the additional teacher.
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Benefits and Implications
Providing this type of tangible support for the ESL students would help DBIS to meet its
mission and vision of being a globally minded school that encourages the learning and growth of
international students (DBIS Mission Statement, 2021). The additional teacher would resolve the
human resource shortage, supply professional development for faculty, and give additional
assistance to the Boarding program by providing inhouse expertise as a caring, compassionate
DBIS teacher.
This solution also has a few drawbacks, the first being cost. As a result of the recent
pandemic, budgets at DBIS have tightened, making it difficult to expand the faculty. Even if
DBIS could find the funding for a new teacher, it may be difficult to recruit someone for a fulltime, flexible position. One positive aspect to this solution is that it reduces the marginalization
of ELL students, who are often isolated when placed in classes alongside English speakers
(Liggett, 2010). However, although having the ESL teacher as an advocate for their learning
works to their advantage, as Evans and Usinger (2012) illustrate, if information about ELL
students remains primarily with their ESL teacher, others who might be of help to the students
remain unaware of their struggles, which is a disadvantage. Furthermore, hiring another
dedicated ESL teacher and expanding the ESL department keeps the issue detached from the rest
of the school (Evans & Usinger, 2012). It also seems contrary to the belief that all teachers
should have the capacity to implement appropriate interventions to suit student circumstances,
and that everyone should be responsible for the ensuring the success of ELL students. The ESL
teachers would still be compartmentalized, albeit in a dedicated department. Finally, the solution
does not fit well with a distributive leadership model. It may, in fact, reinforce some of the silos
that are already present in the school, given that the support the ESL teachers provide to the
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mainstream teachers would likely become voluntary or ad hoc. Since the goal is to shift DBIS to
a social constructivist community of learning, this solution, although beneficial, would not
guarantee the foundational pieces of my conceptual model — equity in assessments, culturally
responsive pedagogy, faculty learning together and improvement in the student support systems
— would actually come about (Harfitt & Chan, 2017; He et al., 2011).
Solution 2: Professional Learning and Growth Model
Considering the need for system-type improvement at DBIS and the current lack of
understanding among staff about how to teach ELL students, a second solution would be to
implement a professional learning community (PLC) model that includes the entire faculty
(DeFlaminis, 2016; King & Stevenson, 2017; Youngs & Lane, 2014). At the classroom level,
teachers require more ESL training to support the boarding students and they would certainly
benefit from participating in a collaborative, continuous, inquiry-based PLC that focuses on
culturally responsive pedagogy (Harris, 2014). A PLC is defined as a group of teachers who
meet consistently in teams to research, share expertise and work collaboratively to improve their
pedagogy with the goal of increasing the academic performance of students (Dufour et al., 2008).
The PLC model has the benefit of incorporating data to inform the teaching and learning
across all classrooms, particularly if integrated with systems thinking (Fullan 2006). Data
collected during the inquiry process can be used to create an evidence-based plan and identify
areas for improvement (Antinluoma et al, 2018). It would also allow school leaders and
Admissions to review their processes, collect benchmark data on the ELL students, analyze
assessments, and discuss their progress with the ESL teacher. This PLC model would include the
Guidance team and all the DBIS staff who are responsible for the Boarding program, so that
when the ELL students end their school day and enter boarding, the type of culturally appropriate
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assistance they receive is consistent with their daytime instruction, thus closing an identified gap
for the students. By adopting the PLC model, DBIS would be taking a demonstrable step towards
increasing professional learning and supporting teachers in their work as culturally responsive
educators. Having teachers explore areas for improvement while determining the resources they
require to increase their understanding of culturally responsive pedagogy would ensure they
receive what they require and, since they are directly involved in the process, it would also
increase support for the change (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995). Embedding the
expectations and learning into the teachers’ professional growth and development plan (which
serves as their yearly evaluation) would solidify the changes and keep the goal of assisting the
ELL students uppermost in their minds (Abacioglu, et al, 2019).
Resources
The resources required for this solution would require a review of schedules and teaching
timetables, to ensure consistent time is provided for the learning teams to research, investigate,
and analyze data. To overcome these time restraints, there will have to be a substantial
investment in planning and arranging for the release of teachers to participate in their PLC
(Dufour, 1999). It will also require additional professional development and may require the
hiring of external expertise (e.g., a consultant) to support this work. It would be helpful if DBIS
could rely on a university for support, and one has already expressed interest in providing
research, consultation, and professional development support (Clarke, 2012; Doolittle et al.,
2008). My own capacity to assume more responsibilities, and that of the department heads to do
so, also needs to be considered since it will be time consuming to prepare, lead, and ensure
accountability as the PLC work proceeds (Bush & Glover, 2012; Sharkey & Layzer, 2000).
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Benefits and Implications
Some of the benefits to this model are that it will build faculty capacity and efficacy as
they learn to implement new teaching strategies (Donohoo, 2017; Hite & Donohoo; 2021). The
PLC will give teachers an opportunity to explore their understanding of culturally responsive
pedagogy and co-create equitable assessments, activities, and programs for students in a
constructivist, supportive learning environment. Also, the much-needed distributive leadership
model could thrive within the collaborative PLC learning model, providing a solid learning
foundation to build upon (Coldwell, 2017; Desimone, 2009). This solution would also give DBIS
faculty the opportunity to work with other departments to align their approach to ELL teaching
and coordinate support. Due to the magnitude of this work, the faculty cannot institute
meaningful change without cooperation from other departments.
Time is a key factor in the implication of this solution, since it will require a substantial
investment in planning for teachers to complete their PLC work (Darling- Hammond &
Bransford, 2007; Dufour, 1999; Guskey; 2003). Although DBIS has allocated professional
development days, there are other competing priorities at the school. Another difficulty with this
solution is that, even though it could lead to a deep cultural shift in pedagogy, it may not have an
immediate effect for the students: Teachers will need to learn more about English language
learning within a culturally responsive teaching environment before they can apply that
knowledge in their own teaching. Changing an organization’s culture takes time, and it will also
take time to identify areas and create improvement within the surrounding student support
systems (Schein, 2010).
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Solution 3: Restructuring the Student Support System
The third potential solution is to overhaul the various systems that support the ESL
students; Admissions, Guidance, and Boarding. This would involve an internal restructure of the
departments, whereby a new subdepartment would be created to specifically handle the systems
required to support the ELL students. This smaller team would have individuals from the
Admissions, Guidance, and Boarding divisions working alongside the ESL teacher, who would
be responsible for academics. The responsibility of this new department would be to oversee the
life of the ELL boarding students —from the time they are recruited and enrolled in DBIS until
their graduation. Being a focused team, they would advocate for students while ensuring that
adequate academic, emotional, and social supports were in place, placing them in an optimal role
to intervene if a student is struggling (Bass, 2013). This subdepartment would still report to the
vice-principals who oversee Academics, Guidance, Admissions, and Boarding, but their mandate
would be to focus exclusively on ELL students, even acting as the primary contact for parents
and guardians.
Part of this new subdepartment’s role would be to evaluate the entrance exams and testbased onboarding process that is currently used at the school. Research has shown that, although
standardized tests provide data, reports written by teachers are a more accurate indicator of
student ability in language (Papageorgiou & Cho, 2014). This new team could collect data to
share with faculty and staff about how the ELL students are progressing with learning and
language acquisition and create a benchmarking system for DBIS students. The benchmarking
system would involve exploring the possibility of giving ELL a further series of diagnostic tests
to better inform the school about their listening, oral, and reading comprehension (Macedo, n.d.).
This additional testing would provide more robust data, gauging students’ abilities for the
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teachers and providing more detailed information for DBIS’ admissions department. Once the
ESL team and faculty are able to compile and share this data, it would raise the accuracy of
student placement in the levelled ESL classes and help them create individualized learning plans
for each student (Venables, 2014, 2018).
Resources
It will be necessary to evaluate the current departments and determine which staff would
be best suited to serve on this new ELL advocate team. For example, the recruiter who is
responsible for enrolling international students would be the logical person to represent the
Admissions department. If moving this individual to the ELL team would leave Admissions
shorthanded, administrators may need to hire an additional person to fulfill some of their duties.
Benefits and Implications
The benefit of this solution is that it resolves the overarching systems issue around
student support at DBIS, improving coordination and the timely sharing of information among
the faculty and staff. Creating an ELL team would promote systems thinking within the
organization, breaking down departmental silos by introducing a collaborative model (Senge,
2015). Once it has the ability to collect and analyze data, DBIS can track its graduates' long-term
performance and inform the school on how to better to assist students.
This solution, however, does not address the teaching and learning in the classroom nor
does it align with my theoretical foundation of social constructivism. Although it would support
the teachers in terms of information and data, and it might relieve some of the pressure the
faculty are feeling as they try to aid the ELL students, it would not provide professional learning
for teachers, nor would it contribute to a distributive leadership model since the single ESL
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department would hold the decision-making process and learning across the organization would
be limited (Hargreaves & Harris, 2015; Ho & Lee, 2016).
Chosen Solution to Address the Problem of Practice
The solutions discussed above are all potential resolutions to this problem of practice, but
the second one, namely creating a PLC to improve ESL professional learning, appears to be the
optimal choice. It is most likely to change the culture at DBIS, creating a social constructivist
learning community and align it with the school’s mission and vision with culturally responsive
pedagogy while improving its reputation as an academic institution (Kotter, 1996, 2014; Senge,
2015; Zehetmeier, 2015). This solution will address the teaching problems within academics by
having the faculty work together to develop an effective framework for ELL teaching, while
increasing both ethical leadership and professional capacity and expertise within the teachers. It
will also launch changes within and between the other departments, through collaboration,
learning, research, and data analysis. This will help the Admissions, Boarding, and Guidance
staff review, adapt, and coordinate their processes to better support the faculty in their work.
(Venables, 2014; 2018). It will also create a learning community in which all departments can
work towards a shared understanding of what the DBIS program for ELL students requires,
while increasing each individual’s level of cultural competency. The integration of the PLC
learning model is a strong example of systems-thinking solution because it is far reaching and
includes all the teachers and support staff (Mitchell & Sackney, 2009). It has the distinct
advantage of integrating systems learning, as advocated by Senge (2020), Stoll (2009) and
Timperley et al., (2014). PLCs are a sustainable solution that will result in the broadest,
measurable improvement in terms of the instruction that ELL students receive, while enhancing
the overall teaching at DBIS through best practices in pedagogy and support systems that are
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beneficial for all students (Molle, 2013). This is also a learning model that, once ingrained in the
culture, can be applied to other areas that might require improvement at DBIS.
The PLC solution fits with social constructivism, giving faculty and staff an opportunity
to co-construct their understanding of ESL teaching and programs in a collegial and
collaborative structure (Youngs & Lane, 2014). Teacher development is one of my primary
responsibilities, and the creation of a PLC is a practical solution that will move DBIS towards
becoming a learning organization and a culturally responsive institution (Cooperrider &
McQuaid, 2012). Besides auditing the ESL teaching and learning at the school, the PLC will help
DBIS set short- and long-term improvement goals (DeFlaminis, 2016). The PLC learning model
is also well suited to my integrated authentic and distributed leadership lens. I want to encourage
a culture of innovation and inspire others to increase their learning, and PLCs give participants
an opportunity to develop self-awareness, engagement, and personal talents (Gardner et al. 2005;
Palmer, 1998). It also creates an opportunity and structure for the empowerment of teachers and
staff through distributed leadership and appreciative inquiry while simultaneously developing
efficacy and capacity among the faculty (Fullan & Hargreaves, 2016; Donohoo & Velasco,
2016). The creation of PLC teams with teacher leaders will diminish the current hierarchical
structure of the school, as will the inclusion of staff from different departments (Boarding,
Guidance, Admissions). During the learning and change process, the silos at DBIS can begin to
break down and the school can engage in a more collaborative effort as it becomes a more social
constructivist learning organization, with clear indicators of success for organizational alignment
between departments and pedagogical transformation (Appendix E).
The chosen change model, Kotter’s Eight Accelerators (2014), complements this solution
since it aims to create a unified, knowledgeable change team who can advocate for the vision and
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strategy while simultaneously empowering broad-based action. This is something the PLC model
supports (Clarke, 2012; Voulalas & Sharpe, 2004). Continuous inquiry for improvement is a
cornerstone of Kotter’s model, which is critical since areas of my conceptual model, such as
equity in assessment and the move to inclusive culturally responsive pedagogy, will require
thoughtful, ongoing learning. Kotter also emphasizes how important it is to embed change and
anchor it to the culture. At DBIS, this will occur through the establishment of learning teams, the
introduction of distributed leadership, the allocation of specific time for the PLC model, and the
growth plan for teachers. Kotter’s accelerators also mesh well with appreciative inquiry and the
Plan, Do, Study, Act (PDSA) model which will be used to monitor the ongoing change at DBIS
(Popescu & Popescu, 2015). These models will be explored further in Chapter 3.
Change in the Context of Equity, Ethics, and Social Justice
Although the goal is to improve the academic success of ELL students, the question of
equity and fairness lies at the heart of this problem of practice. While these ELL students are
from middle- and upper-class families and have the financial resources to pay for extra support,
such as individualized academic tutoring, adjusting to a new culture with weak language skills is
still extraordinarily difficult for them (Abacioglu et al., 2019; Capper, 2019). They are faced with
a completely new school system where the behavioural expectations and cultural norms (such as
the high level of expected participation in class) are not explained to them and they feel that their
own experiences and cultures are not understood or respected. DBIS has never acculturated the
new boarding students; the onus has been on the student to determine and adjust to Canadian
norms. Creating a more culturally responsive learning environment, both inside and outside of
the classroom will benefit the students. The teaching they receive, how they are assessed, and
their ability to see themselves reflected in the curriculum will assist them not only in relating to

65
what they are learning, but it will increase their feeling of belonging in the school community,
particularly if the support they are given reflects an understanding of their experience as
individuals. This will increase their academic success and general wellbeing. Clearly, when
analyzing the current struggles of these ELL students, there is an essential ethical dimension
within this problem of practice DBIS must address (Gay, 2000, 2002; Richards et al., 2006).
Ethical Leadership
Educational leadership is fundamentally a moral venture, since leaders have a
responsibility to steward their institutions, resources, staff, and students through decisions and
change (Fullan, 2011; Wood & Hilton 2012). This means leaders should consider ethics to
ensure that improvements occur not only in learning, but also in students’ lives (Ehrich & Harris,
2015). In this problem of practice, the DBIS leadership team has an obligation to the ELL
students, their learning, and their overall wellbeing, particularly in terms of increasing cultural
understanding at the school. As an authentic leader, I have a moral obligation to make decisions
in a manner consistent with my fundamental principles (Stefkovich & Begley, 2007). Relying on
a certain set of fundamental virtues, ethical leaders apply frameworks to analyze and understand
the beliefs and assumptions that support a moral way of living (Bown, et al., 2006; Frick, 2009).
Ethical leadership is inseparable from authentic leadership, since both stress the constancy of
justice, temperance, and care for others (Demirtas 2015). In fact, researchers have found that
when authentic, ethical leadership is combined with my chosen distributed leadership model, it
can increase the level of ethical justice in procedures and interactions between the people in an
organization (Demirtas, 2015; Wood & Hilton, 2012).
In this problem of practice, ethical leadership involves a moral responsibility to teach
culturally responsive pedagogy to support ELL students, and for teachers to become culturally

66
responsive practitioners in their daily work (By et al., 2012; He et al., 2011; Newton, 2013). This
means developing a thoughtful approach to students and their cultural differences, while being
mindful and reflective when helping students explore their own cultures within and outside of the
classroom (Capper & Young, 2014). Research indicates that when school leaders create a
culturally responsive curriculum and an inclusive community, it has a positive influence on
student learning and achievement (Khalifa, 2020).
If DBIS is to become a culturally responsive organization, there are three dimensions that
must be considered: (i) the institutional, which refers to the policies, leadership, and values of a
school; (ii) the personal, which are the relationships formed between the teachers, staff, and
students; and (iii) the instructional; the quality of pedagogy combined with the equity
demonstrated for students (Brown-Jeffy & Cooper, 2011; Villegas & Lucas, 2002; Richards et
al., 2006). Having a school that values these three dimensions has been known to benefit
students: It increases their self-esteem, their academic success, and it fosters a sense of belonging
at school (Khalifa, 2020; Theoharis & Scanlan, 2015). Therefore, DBIS needs to build upon its
cultural diversity while making provisions for various cultures, learning styles, and abilities in its
instruction (Gottlieb & Ernst-Slavit, 2019). These aspects need to be examined within the
context of ethics and social justice to ensure that DBIS is meeting its mission as a school and that
it is acting the ELL students’ best interests (Celoria, 2016).
Ethical Paradigms
Researchers suggest that educational leaders consider various paradigms as they explore
their options and make decisions about their organizations. While some leaders use a singular
lens to view an issue, there is a compelling argument that, to grasp all perspectives within a
dilemma, leaders should consider four specific ethical paradigms. By applying these multi-
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dimensional paradigms, leaders can analyze complex and diverse issues without being influenced
by perceptions or misguided information (Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2016). The paradigms are the
ethic of justice, the ethic of critique, and the ethic of care as determined by Starratt (2004), along
with the ethic of the profession, included by Shapiro and Stefkovich (2016). All are vital
components in decision making. These ethical paradigms do not exist in isolation but intersect,
each complimenting another (e.g., the ethic of justice is based on relationships while the ethic of
critique is founded on social justice and human rights) (Ehrich & Harris, 2015).
Ethic of Justice
Grounded in traditional liberal thinking, the ethic of justice stresses the idea that rights are
granted to a society or individuals. Within schools it could be seen as students having the right to
be treated with equality and dignity (Sergiovanni, 1994). In the ethic of justice, it is important
that ELL students have access to the same assistance as other students and that expectations for
teaching are clearly applied within their program. In fact, DBIS lists equality as a guiding
principle (DBIS’s Statement of Guiding Principles, 2021), so the school has accepted the moral
responsibility of ensuring that the ELL students feel safe and supported in their learning. This
should be developed by nurturing a collaborative, democratic learning environment within a
strong school community (Bown et al., 2006).
Ethic of Critique
The ethic of critique focuses on the power structures within the school and the policies and
decisions made at DBIS. This includes how ELL students are represented within the school, both
in the curriculum and in their involvement in the school community. Social justice is at the heart
of this ethic, which in turn has ties to culturally responsive pedagogy. At DBIS, following the
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ethic of critique leads to the provision of appropriate opportunities and services for ELL students
not just through programming, but the school’s culture as well (Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2016).
If faculty want to ensure that the day and boarding students are treated with dignity at
DBIS, they need to look beyond the delivery of the standard curriculum and examine whether all
classes are culturally responsive and address social justice issues. This form of social justice
education is defined as a “blend of content and process intended to enhance equity across
multiple social identity groups, foster critical perspectives and promote social action” (Dover,
2009, p. 508). DBIS needs to avoid the archaic flags, food, and festivals model of diversity
(which is what many teachers experienced in their own education and have brought to their own
classes) and teach the richness of layered citizenship and language through culturally responsive
pedagogy instead, creating opportunities for enhancing learning and leveraging student’s
backgrounds (Ladson-Billings, 1995; Sleeter, 2012). This will help to connect the ELL students
to their school community, particularly since inclusion has been shown to correlate to academic
success (Skelton et al., 2002; Tichnor-Wagner et al., 2016).
In addition to curricular isolation, ELL students face physical isolation at DBIS since ESL
classes are currently held in a separate, segregated part of the campus. This signals to the
students and other teachers that they are on the periphery, and not at the heart of the school
(Barth, 2014; Bass, 2014). Research has shown that these structural differences have profound
ramifications on how people perceive themselves and others within an institution, and they may
be contributing to the cultural isolation of ELL students within DBIS (Baecher, et al., 2013;
Griffiths & Ryan, 2018). It is the responsibility of the faculty and staff at DBIS to review the
policies that govern academics and student support to ensure that each student is treated with
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equity in their learning environment (Celoria, 2016; Theoharis, 2007). It will be a challenge for
the leadership team to allocate new classrooms and to raise awareness of these issues.
Ethic of Care
The ethic of care considers the ELL students’ best interests and their wellbeing in any
decision-making process (Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2016). This ethic is particularly important in
this problem of practice since DBIS faculty and staff often act in loco parentis (in place of the
parent) for the boarding students. There are good reasons to be concerned about the welfare of
students who are so far away from their homes. Research indicates that, no matter where they are
from, students enter school with many stereotypes, misconceptions, and at times negative
attitudes towards outside racial and ethnic groups (Banks, 2006). While these misconceptions
between students and even teachers may not be obvious, staff and faculty need to be on the
watch for these subtle (and not so subtle) slights, which contribute to cultural isolation within
DBIS (McConatha, 2007; Akin & Neumann, 2013). DBIS faculty can work for equity for their
students by delivering culturally responsive pedagogy. Adept practitioners of culturally
responsive pedagogy hold high expectations for students while role modeling social
consciousness. They approach teaching through a positive, social constructivist lens,
acknowledging and nurturing the cultural identity of each student (Brown-Jeffy & Cooper, 2011;
Gay 2000, 2002; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Villegas and Lucas 2002). To ensure that there is a
demonstrable ethic of care at DBIS, the school needs culturally responsive pedagogy to create a
truly inclusive learning environment (Sleeter, 2012; Villegas and Lucas 2002).
Ethic of Profession
This fourth ethical paradigm considers the codes that are built into the educational
profession (Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2016). Indeed, ethics is a central part of the professional
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standards of teaching and the Ontario College of Teachers (OCT) has codified ethical
requirements for all its members. Furthermore, as far as ELL students are concerned, the
Ministry of Ontario requires that teachers develop lessons and assessments that reflect ESL
documents and course outlines (Ministry of Education, Ontario, ESL and ELD programs and
services, 2010). It is also expected that the standards outlined in Grade 9 to 12 English as a
Second Language and English Literacy Development (2007), the principles contained in Many
Roots, Many Voices (n.d.), as well as Ontario’s Equity and Inclusive Education Strategy (2014)
form the basis of school programming. While these government documents may appear to be
dated, they remain the current regulatory guidelines to which Ontario schools must adhere
(Ontario Ministry of Education, 2013). As the academic leader, it is my responsibility to see that
all DBIS teachers follow the government’s policies and provide equitable assessments and
appropriate accommodations to students. The school’s faculty are held accountable through their
professional learning and in their yearly growth plans.
Challenges and Responsibilities for DBIS
As an institution, DBIS is bound to act in the best interests of all its students. This
responsibility lies with the leadership team, the faculty, staff, and with me as I guide the
organization through the change process (Sharif & Scandura, 2014). To ensure that the ELL
students have an excellent academic program and learning environment, and so that they
experience success, I will continuously highlight the obligation that DBIS has to these students
in terms of their rights (i.e., dignity and equality) and respect (i.e., appreciation and celebration
of their diversity), and remind members of DBIS that they have a responsibility to encourage a
sense of growth within our community (Stefkovich & Begley, 2007).
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This chapter has highlighted the need for a change plan that includes both faculty and
staff. Having the community learn together in PLCs will help to create a better understanding of
cultural nuances and the needs of students when creating an effective ELL program. This
investment of time and resources will ensure that DBIS commits to making changes to become a
more culturally responsive organization, and that as an institution DBIS commits to the ELL
students themselves to ensure that decisions made on their behalf demonstrate the ethics of
justice, critique, care, and professionalism. After an analysis of different change models, Kotter’s
Eight Accelerators was chosen with appreciative inquiry to guide the PLC learning. Beyond
providing a clear path for effective change, Kotter’s model has the advantage of including ethics,
and in fact acknowledges that the ‘heart’ is the driving force behind meaningful change, not the
head, making it suitable for the exploration of DBIS becoming more a culturally responsive
environment in its teaching and supports (Kotter, 2014). Motivating the people at DBIS around
this belief will be further explored in the change plan and implementation in Chapter 3.
Chapter 3: Implementation, Evaluation and Communication
The first chapter of this OIP delved into the history and organizational context of DBIS
as an institution. It highlighted the lack of systems alignment across departments and programs
and the absence of culturally responsive pedagogy that should be present given the diverse
population of international students at DBIS. These students were already achieving lower
academic results, and these issues have exacerbated the problem.
Chapter 2 explored gaps at DBIS and considered different strategies to resolve the
problem. It determined that the most viable solution for DBIS would be to establish a community
of learning that is grounded specifically in the constructivist framework of a professional
learning community (PLC). The PLC will be comprised of faculty and staff from a wide variety
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of areas and will focus on researching culturally responsive pedagogy, determining what is
currently happening in DBIS, where there are opportunities for integration, and how a culturally
responsive approach can assist with language learning for the ELL student at DBIS across
departments. PLCs can have different forms and goals, but in this instance the work of the PLC
is understood to be “an ongoing process in which educators work collaboratively in recurring
cycles of collective inquiry and action research to achieve better results for the students they
serve” (DuFour et al, 2008, p.14).
This third chapter considers the roles that my integrated leadership lens, my conceptual
model, and the theoretical foundation of social constructivism will play in the implementation
process. This chapter also examines how the process will be monitored, evaluated, and
communicated. To effectively manage the change transition, it will be important to identify
specific goals and priorities and consider the effect changes will have on the stakeholders, as
well as the potential limits and challenges that DBIS may face in the implementation process.
Change Implementation Plan
The change implementation plan outlined below is founded in social constructivism and
on research that examines how to develop an effective professional learning community within a
school setting. Appreciative inquiry (AI) (Cooperrider & McQuaid, 2012; Cooperrider &
Whitney 2005) will provide a framework for the inquiry-based PLC process, while the Plan, Do,
Study, Act (PDSA) model (Cleary, 1995; Popescu & Popescu, 2015) will be the tool used by the
change team to monitor different aspects of change process (Appendix F). Kotter’s Eight
Accelerators (2014) model will guide the change plan through its introduction to the conclusion.
The literature on learning communities points to the need to integrate a constructivist, positive
learning model, such as AI, to successfully create a culture of learning, innovation, and
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continuous systems improvement in an organization. The AI model will provide the DBIS
change team with a structure for the PLC, one which can build capacity across the organization
through the facilitation of co-constructed professional learning (DuFour et al., 2008; Guskey
2003; Mitchell & Sackney, 2000; Youngs & Lane, 2014).
In their AI framework, Cooperrider and Whitney (2005) recommend that leaders
identify and appreciate what is already occurring within the organization, launch a deep inquiry
into the identified problem, and maintain a whole system view of the organization throughout the
change process. This approach is meant to develop the best in people and their institutions as
they create change through a community-based approach, since it stresses human systems and
growth. This is well-suited to the close-knit culture of DBIS and appropriate for the type of work
around culturally responsive pedagogy that will require both individual and institutional learning.
An AI approach sets the stage for open, collaborative, and potentially heartfelt learning, which
aligns with my integrated authentic/distributed leadership lens and my theoretical foundation of
constructivist learning. Combining AI with a systems-thinking approach will deepen the learning
culture for the faculty and staff across departments at DBIS throughout the stages of the inquiry
process, and it fits with Senge and Stoll’s research on effective learning organizations. Both
researchers recognize that AI is a powerful tool in promoting continuous, positive improvement
(Senge, 1990, 2020; Stoll, 2009).
The implementation plan will address some of the overarching questions posed in
Chapters 1 and 2, and pave the way for the desired outcomes of this process, namely:
1. To build capacity around culturally responsive pedagogy that will better support the ELL
international boarding students (Abacioglu et al., 2019; Evans et al., 2012; Griffiths &
Ryan, 2018).
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2. To develop a culture of learning at the school and become a “learning organization” that
is continuously improving (Hite & Donohoo, 2021; Senge, 1990, 2020).
Each group of stakeholders (the leadership team, the change team, faculty, and staff)
within DBIS will focus on specific priorities. These are divided into the short-, medium- and
long-term goals of the change implementation plan in Table 1. As the change leader I will guide
and monitor the change team through their work. The stages of the implementation plan align
with Kotter’s accelerators (2014). Although Kotter notes that leaders may decide to tackle
different components simultaneously depending on how their change plan is progressing, for the
purpose of this OIP I have broken them down into 4 stages that are divided over a flexible 3-year
plan.
Table 1
Change Implementation Stages and Timeline
Stages

Timeline

Priorities for PLC Change Team

Kotter’s Eight Accelerator
Model (2014)

Stage I

Short
term

SOAR analysis with leadership team
Create diverse leadership change team
Gather data on ELL students
Analyse results and set a vision and strategy

Establish urgency
Build a guiding coalition
Form a strategic vision
Enlist volunteers

Short
term/
medium
term

Establish plan for PLC and meeting times
Determine inquiry questions and research areas
within the PLC with goals, assessment, interventions
Faculty and staff meeting to present plan

Communicate change vision
Enable action by removing
barriers

Medium
term

Team research, survey of stakeholders
Triangulate data determine gaps and next steps
Professional learning and external expertise obtained

Generate short term wins
Sustain acceleration

Long
term

Develop plan for continuous improvement
Ongoing data collection on graduates
Update faculty growth plan
Share findings across departments to review and
continue to improve systems in DBIS

Institute change

Year 1

Stage II
Year 1

Stage III
Year 2
Stage IV
Year 3
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Stage I
The first period of change will occur prior to the beginning of the new school year, and it
will conclude after approximately three months. The intention of stage one is to activate the
process by establishing a sense of urgency around what Kotter identifies as the “big
opportunity,” which in this case is how to improve the academic performance of the ELL
students through the implementation of a PLC that is focused on culturally responsive pedagogy
(Kotter, 2014). During this stage it will be critical to engage the hearts and minds of the DBIS
community, so they are committed to the process and realize the journey of learning they are
embarking on has a greater purpose. This is paramount when leading an organization through
change (Kotter, 2014). The first step will be to gather the school administrative leadership team
to analyze the situation and gaps through a Strengths, Opportunities, Aspirations, and Results
(SOAR) analysis, a tool used in AI to identify areas of change. The choice of the SOAR tool is
deliberate, as it lays the initial groundwork for the PLC and introduces the AI approach to the
administrative leadership team. Instead of applying other gap analysis tools that focus on
challenges or threats to the organization, the SOAR is based on the asset-based AI model.
Table 2
SOAR Model
SOAR
S

Components
Strengths

Questions
What are the strengths of the ESL program at DBIS?

O

Opportunities

What are our stakeholders (ELL students, parents) requesting?

A

Aspirations

What do we care deeply about as a school?
Does it align to our mission and vision?

R

Results

How will we measure our success as an organization?

Adapted from: Stavros, J. & Hinrichs, G. (2021).
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The goal of the SOAR is to identify strengths within the current ESL programs, set the
priorities the PLC inquiry should focus on, uncover the aspirations of the organization and how
they align with the mission and vision of the school, and reveal how the results will determine
the path of change and improvement (Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2016).
Once the administrative team has come to a mutual understanding of what the process
will entail, as the change leader I will guide the formation of the change leadership team. This
team will be a diverse group, comprised of the heads of the various faculty departments, the ESL
teacher, and the student support teachers — all of whom understand the ELL students’ struggles.
There will also be representatives from the Admissions, Boarding, and Guidance departments
included on the change team. This team will be what Kotter calls a “guiding coalition,” since
they are the ones who will lead and champion the change process (Kotter, 2014).
To begin their PLC work, the change team will review the data that is currently available
on student progress, comparing the results of the various student constituent groups. The data
will include report cards and the results ELL students have obtained on entrance exams such as
the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) and the International English Language
Testing System (IELTS) (Papageorgiou & Cho, 2014). Other data sources are the details of
university acceptances of ELL students, results from the Ontario Secondary School Literacy Test
(OSSLT), and a selection of student assessment samples. Since DBIS teachers map their
curriculum, resources, and rubrics in a searchable database, the change team will be able to
measure the curriculum expectations and the Ontario Ministry of Education achievement charts
against the students’ results (Ministry of Education, Ontario, ESL and ELD programs and
services, 2010). They can also analyze the resources used in classes. Feedback surveys
completed by school faculty and the recent alumni graduation statistics will also be analyzed.
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The team will formulate a vision and strategy for change based on the SOAR and data
results, which will be shared with the faculty and staff. It will be presented as a key priority for
DBIS, which will create a sense of urgency around the problem. The change team will be
provided with professional learning and resources related to coaching, protocols, and mentorship
prior to beginning the inquiry so they can be effective leaders when guiding discussions among
colleagues (Katz et al., 2019; Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2016; Youngs & Lane, 2014).
Stage II
To convey the strategy and vision that has been agreed upon for the PLC, the change team
will apply aspects of AI to motivate the faculty and staff at the midpoint of the first school year
of the plan. The AI-based PLC will provide an authentic, inclusive learning environment in
which the faculty and staff can pose thoughtful questions and become inspired by their
colleagues’ ideas while planning and making decisions as a team (Cooperrider & McQuaid,
2012; Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005; Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2016).
Building on the strengths of its people will assist in co-constructing and modeling a new
reality for DBIS, reinforcing both social constructivism and the attributes of culturally
responsive pedagogy while encouraging an asset approach (not a deficit approach) to teaching,
learning and student support (Gay, 2000; Harfitt & Chan, 2017; Villegas & Lucas 2002;
Voulalas & Sharpe, 2005). Although PLCs can be somewhat unpredictable as they develop,
having the change team design the inquiry questions and set the path is an important part of this
change process (Drago-Severson & Blum-DeStefano, 2018). Aligning the PLC work to my
integrated leadership model by giving the change team ownership in the process will increase the
level of transformation, efficacy, and overall capacity within DBIS (Leithwood & Mascall, 2008;
Schaap & Bruijn, 2018; Stoll et al., 2006).

78
The change team will consider the following aspects of AI to formulate their inquiry
questions for their PLC. Although they will formulate the actual questions during the inquiry, I
have provided sample questions in the following table:
Table 3
Appreciative Inquiry Process
Appreciative
Inquiry Process
Discovery:
Appreciating

Considerations

Sample Questions

What is the best of what is happening?

How is our current ESL teaching and
program model benefiting our ELL
students?

Dream:
Envisioning
Results

What might be possible?

Design:
Co-Constructing

What should be the ideal?

How might we improve our programs to
reflect culturally responsive pedagogy for
our ELL students?
What resources would DBIS require to
accomplish this?
How can we ensure each faculty and staff
member is adept at applying/ creating
culturally responsive
pedagogy/environments? What do we need
to learn?

Destiny:
Sustaining

How should DBIS empower, learn, and
improvise to sustain change?

What might need to be implemented to
ensure there are systems and structures in
place to support continuous learning and
improvement for our ELL students?

Adapted from: Cooperrider & Whitney (2005).

Once the change team has agreed on the inquiry questions, they will determine their
meeting times, research areas, and the resources they may need. They will review ESL teaching
standards that support culturally responsive teaching, such as the Teachers of English to
Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) guidelines and determine what professional learning
expertise is required (Taylor & Sobel, 2011). As a part of the initial communication, the change
team leaders will share their plans with the entire faculty and staff on the next professional
development day in that year. This will bolster the change vision and guide the faculty and staff
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in the broad-based learning which will be led by their team leaders. This will also give faculty
and staff an opportunity to raise concerns they may have about the process (Harris, 2014).
Stage III
This stage runs for approximately six to eight months in the second year to give the
change team enough time to meet, inquire, and experience professional development
opportunities around culturally responsive pedagogy and systems analysis with their
departments. It focuses on “generating short term wins” and “accelerating change” through their
PLC work (Kotter, 2014). The teachers and boarding staff will be learning new strategies for
teaching ELL students, such as how to implement ESL strategies through their content-based
instruction, how to differentiate their teaching, and how to develop culturally appropriate
assessments while piloting them in their classes as a part of their PLC research (Gottlieb &
Ernst-Slavit, 2019; Tedick & Cammarata, 2012). They will also co-plan in their teams and coteach lessons to practice their skills, with reflective journaling of their learning (Taylor & Sobel,
2011). In this stage, the faculty will continue to investigate other programs that could improve
ELL academic achievement and consider how they might take a more culturally responsive
approach to teaching. There will also be a review of school resources to ensure they are
culturally appropriate and support language learning (Baecher et al., 2013; Barth, 2013). Some of
the professional learning work in this stage will occur through the partnership with the local
university’s education department. The university will provide professional expertise, resources,
and advice for the teams as they proceed through the PLC. As they learn alongside the teachers,
the goal of the Admissions, Boarding and Guidance teams will be to review their structure and
support systems to ensure that that their processes are equitable and that they are aligned in
supporting the faculty and students.
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Stage IV
This stage is focused on the consolidation of learning and embedding the recent changes
into DBIS’s policies, processes, and culture. At this point it will be important to share what has
been learned, gather feedback from the various stakeholders (faculty, staff, parents, students),
and celebrate the progress that DBIS has made as a learning team. The feedback will provide the
basis for setting future goals and determining next steps in the process to improve the success of
the ELL students. The stage is intended to occur at the beginning of the third year, to be
completed within the first three months of school, in time for the budgeting of resources. To
institutionalize change, the PLC will need to continue to support ELL student learning within
their departments, and ongoing professional learning will be required for both senior and novice
faculty and staff.
Managing the Transition
To ensure success, the change implementation process will require clarity, good timing,
and coordination in its execution. Empowering the change team to be the guiding coalition for
the vision for change will be critical as a method to influence each member of DBIS and to
gauge their learning and growth. The AI model will guide the transition between the stages,
which has the change team and PLC members identify specific aims for the Discovery, Dream,
and Design steps of the implementation plan. There will be predetermined goals and activities
for each stage to provide guidance within the PLC. As their goals are achieved, the change team
will meet to share information and decide whether the PLC should move to the next stage of
learning. This has been shown to be an effective strategy to transition an organization through AI
(Dunlap, 2008; Evans & Lancaster, 2005). The process will give the change team an opportunity
to increase their efficacy within their respective departments and to have a greater understanding
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of the principles of AI (Donohoo, 2017; Drago-Severson & Blum-DeStefano, 2018). This plan of
using AI as an inquiry model is well suited to DBIS since it will improve the organization’s rate
of development and capacity (Lewis & Van Tiem, 2004).
Stakeholder Reactions
Beyond the responses of the change team, it will be important to monitor and respond to
the respective stakeholders. There are some teachers and staff at DBIS who do not believe it is
their responsibility to help ELL students and they may express some resistance to the change
process. The English department in particular may feel scrutinized when the student data is
analysed. As a leader, I need to reassure everyone involved and ensure they feel supported in
their PLC work (DuFour et al., 2008. Schaap & Bruijn, 2018). Therefore, when addressing the
change team, faculty and staff, I will establish an agreement focusing on five essential aspects of
authentic leadership and teamwork, which are “competency, constancy, caring, candour, and
character” (Bennis, 1998, p. 5-6). It is important the groups remain collegial, and that they
understand that the motivations for change are purely professional and meant to improve the
lives of ELL students (Useem et al., 1997).
Supports and Resources
The administrative leadership team will need to champion the change plan and make it a
priority at DBIS, as will the department heads, support teachers, and the ESL teacher who will be
the change team leaders. The Admissions, Boarding, and Guidance departments will all need to
lend a hand to obtain the necessary data for the initial in-depth examination, and then continue
learning not only about culturally responsive pedagogy but explore best practices for their
departments by researching and connecting with other schools. For instance, Boarding needs to
consider how the culture and academic success of the ELL students will be supported in the
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residential program, while Admissions will need to evaluate the entrance exams and process for
enrolling students and remaining connected with their families. The PLC teams will need
additional resources as the inquiry develops. It will be important to earmark budgetary resources
to pay for the initial training of the change team, who will require coaching and protocol training
in preparation to lead the PLC, as well as other resources to conduct their research. The budget
must be sufficient to pay for outside consultants, expertise, and professional development for the
departments who will benefit from differentiated support, depending on their discipline and role
in the teaching of the ELL students (e.g., the English department will require more languagebased training, while Mathematics will require more cultural competency-based training).
Limitations and Challenges
There are potential challenges to this change plan that, as change leader, I must recognize
and mitigate wherever possible. The first issue is time — meaningful constructivist learning will
take time since the faculty are currently at various levels of expertise and understanding of ELL
teaching. It will also take time to train the change team leaders in preparation for their work.
Having external expert assistance will be critical to sustain the learning process, as multiple
sources of creativity and innovation will not flourish if people do not connect with others who
have different experiences and ideas (Senge, 1990; Stoll et al., 2006). DBIS has a variety of
competing priorities, so it will require a concerted effort to maintain momentum. I will need to
encourage, model, and participate alongside the change team to ensure that the structures,
processes, and practices within the PLC foster the desired continuous learning (Leithwood et al,
1998; Silins & Mulford, 2002). Senge (1990) notes that a change leader acts as designer, teacher,
and steward of their institutions when they build organizations where people continuously
“expand their capabilities to understand complexity, clarify vision and improve shared mental
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models” while learning (p. 34). These elements need to be considered as the PLC is developed,
particularly during the monitoring and evaluation of the process.
Change Process and Monitoring and Evaluation
When embarking on an organizational change, leaders need to establish an effective and
efficient process to monitor and evaluate the change implementation plan. Monitoring change
involves consistently scrutinizing the process to ensure it remains aligned with the
implementation plan (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). At DBIS, this will be accomplished by the
PLC teams, specifically through their observations and the feedback they provide to the change
team. The tools for monitoring need to suit the process, and the AI and PDSA cycle will be
invaluable for gauging the progression of the change while affording the change team the
opportunity to respond to any questions or resistance offered by those affected by the process
(Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016; Sirkin et al., 2005). It will also help to determine the change
participants’ level of learning, since there should be ongoing discussions about individual and
institutional values, as well as discussions to address possible assumptions about effective
culturally responsive pedagogy (Shulha et al., 2016). For evaluation, the feedback from faculty,
staff and students and the collected data from the PLC process will be analyzed by the change
team and leader to determine whether the change process has met its objectives of increasing
DBIS’ culturally responsive pedagogy, aligning its student supports, and improving the ELL
students’ academic achievement.
A structured procedure for monitoring and evaluation can ensure that the implementation
plan is achieving the goals established in this problem of practice, and it will determine whether
the desired change has occurred. A successful evaluation model should integrate a variety of
tools (for instance, surveys and interviews) to ensure qualitative and quantitative data is collected
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and triangulated (Cornwall & Agajanian, 2017). The PLC will pause and administer surveys to
faculty and students at several evaluation points to determine whether the pedagogy and
strategies introduced into the classroom setting created improvement (Markiewicz & Patrick,
2016). The PLC model relies on the participation of a wide range of members of the school to
design, guide, and lead the change process, and these participants will be responsible for
providing feedback and data to evaluate the change plan. The change team will focus on
obtaining and analyzing information that measures the implementation of the principles of
culturally responsive pedagogy. Ideally, this means that DBIS teachers are activating prior
knowledge in their students, that they are incorporating student perspectives in their classroom
by creating a community of learners who demonstrate inclusion and respect, and that they are
administering equitable assessments to students that demonstrate an understanding of language
learning and culture (Gay, 2000; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Villegas and Lucas 2002). These
elements should be carried over into the Boarding program as well.
Roles and Responsibilities
As the leader of the change process, I will be relying on my integrated authentic/
distributed leadership style to oversee, monitor, and evaluate the change. Through my authentic
leadership approach of trust in my colleagues and care for the ELL students at DBIS, I will
distribute leadership to the change team and school staff for the execution of the plan. My role
will be to facilitate the change plan, support the change team through the various stages, and lead
the evaluation of the process. There will be regular monthly meetings for myself and the change
team to plan to assess the process and the review the data collected throughout the PDSA cycle.
The change team, or guiding coalition, will lead the members of their respective departments
through the short, mid, and long-term actions as part of the PLC process. The department heads
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will need to coach the faculty about how they can investigate and implement new teaching
practices in their respective classrooms. This will help each teacher develop into a culturally
responsive educator, improving their pedagogy, assessment practices, and cultural competency
(Jones & Harris, 2013; Kinnucan-Welsh, 2007).
As the change team progresses through the PLC process, the experiences of the faculty
and staff will be shared through surveys, class observations, and in departmental and faculty/staff
meetings. These meetings will give them the opportunity to mentor, coach, and act as critical
friends for each other while sharing their knowledge across all departments. The information
gleaned from these sources will inform the change team on how best to guide the process and
determine future steps. Dufour, et al. (2008) describe the fundamental characteristics of an
effective, research-based PLC, and these are reflected in the adapted Professional Learning
Communities Assessment - Revised (PLCA-R) survey (Appendix G) that will be administered to
the faculty twice during the process (2008, p.15- 17). As adjustments are made at DBIS, the
change team will need keep the following questions in mind:
1. Does the PLC have a shared mission, purpose, values, and goals?
2. Does the PLC reflect a collaborative culture with a focus on learning, and are members
mutually accountable?
3. Is there is a collective inquiry into best practices and current reality?
4. Does the PLC have an action orientation, and stress learning by doing?
5. Does the PLC create the environment for continuous learning, with a results orientation
based on research, data, and change?
Considering the characteristics of a PLC, the culture of DBIS, and my integrated leadership
philosophy which empowers the change team leaders to guide the inquiry, it will be important to
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support the change team as they monitor the change implementation plan for DBIS by providing
them with a clear and consistent tool to frame the process. The following section describes this
tool and how it will be used throughout the implementation plan.
Monitoring and Evaluating: The PDSA Cycle
I have chosen to have the PLC complete W. Edwards Deming’s Plan, Do, Study, Act
(PDSA) cycle to monitor the overall change process (Popescu & Popescu, 2015). Deming’s
model, combined with the Professional Learning Communities Assessment - Revised (PLCA-R),
will serve to monitor and measure the progress of change (Appendix G), with the Culturally
Responsive Teaching Self-Efficacy (CRTSE) measuring teacher efficacy and their understanding
of culturally responsive pedagogy (Appendix H). The Student Measure of Culturally Responsive
Teaching (SMCRT), developed from the CRTSE by Dickson, Chun, and Fernandez (2016), will
be administered to measure the implementation of the culturally responsive pedagogical changes
from the students’ perspective and so their voices are included in the process (Hipp & Brazouski,
2017; Olivier & Hipp, 2010; Olivier, Hipp & Huffman, 2003; Rhodes, 2017).
The PDSA cycle has its origins in Deming’s work from the 1950s and involves four
stages (Popescu & Popescu, 2015). The first is to Plan the proposed change while considering
the problem, accumulate the evidence to show that it is a problem, and determine what the
intended outcome of the change will be. The second stage is to Do by implementing a portion of
the proposed change, albeit on a small scale, and to gather the data from this ‘pilot’ of change.
The third stage is to Study the results of the pilot and determine next steps. The fourth and final
stage focuses on the need to Act by ensuring that whatever changes have been made are effective
and are sustainable. The PDSA cycle is one that can be renewed or repeated depending on the
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need for further exploration and learning, making it an appropriate tool for the inquiry-based
change process at DBIS (Cleary, 1996).
The PDSA cycle aligns well with Kotter's model (2014) since it provides DBIS with clear
steps for the change leader and the change team to follow (Popescu & Popescu, 2015). The
PDSA, AI, and Kotter (2014) approaches are similar in that they all focus on evidence-based
action research and the co-construction of knowledge within a change process (Kotter &
Schleinger, 2008). The PDSA is also a straightforward, easily understood way to present
concepts to the change team, distributed leaders, and faculty and staff as a part of the change
process since there are defined actions within each stage. Deming’s clearly delineated model
stresses improvement, but also establishes the importance of ‘learning by doing’ or attempting to
implement new practices in the Act phase, which is a goal for the faculty in this PLC process is
to reinforce continuous learning and improvement (Cleary, 1996; Popescu & Popescu, 2015).
Table 4
Alignment of Monitoring of the Change Process
PDSA Cycle
(Popescu &
Popescu, 2015)
Plan

PLC Appreciative Inquiry Process
(Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005)

Kotter’s Eight Accelerator Change Model
(2014)

Discovery: Appreciating

Do

Dream: Envisioning Results

Establish urgency
Build a guiding coalition
Form a strategic vision
Enlist volunteers
Communicate change vision
Enable action by removing barriers

Study

Design: Co-Constructing

Generate short term wins
Sustain acceleration

Act

Destiny: Sustaining

Institute change

The PDSA cycle and the monitoring and evaluation of the implementation plan are described in
the following phases.
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Phase 1: Plan
In this part of the change implementation plan, the focus will be on the first four steps of
Kotter’s process, which are to establish urgency around the problem, create a guiding coalition,
develop a vision and strategy, and enlist volunteers for the implementation process (Kotter,
2014). Once the change team or guiding coalition is formed, they will establish the PLC’s goals
and develop the strategy for the process, including the timeframes (short, mid, and long term).
They will determine individual responsibilities, the plan for research, the implementation of
culturally responsive pedagogical practices, and set measurable outcomes from data (Venables,
2014, 2018). The data analysis process in this stage will assist with the initial Discovery step of
the AI inquiry process and will help them to better understand what is already happening within
the ESL program for the ELL students. Gathering and analyzing this student information and
assessment data will also provide the change team with a benchmark for their work and a way to
measure future outcomes (Guskey, 2003).
In Phase 1, the change leaders will give the PLCA-R questionnaire to the faculty and
staff to measure their perceptions about DBIS’s practices as they relate to the PLC’s attributes,
namely shared and supported leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning,
application, shared individual practice, and the provision of supportive conditions in terms of
relationships and structures at the school. An explicit measuring tool, the PLCA-R has
participants respond through a Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree) to
questions ranking these various attributes (Olivier & Hipp, 2010; Olivier, Hipp & Huffman,
2003). The results of the PLCA-R will inform the change team as to whether the faculty and staff
think the PLC is effective and will guide the continued development of their PLC work. It will be
administered a second time, later in the change process, to measure the effectiveness of the
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implementation of the PLC plan. It will be important to determine how the faculty and staff view
the PLC both prior and during the process to see what kind of effect it is having on their learning
and predict their confidence in leading future innovation within DBIS (Holdsworth-Maynes,
2017; Tschannon-Moran, 2005).
Phase 2: Do
This second phase has two stages. Initially the PLC participants will explore and determine
potential solutions, and they will then enact these solutions later on. In this phase of the change
process, the PLC will follow Kotter’s steps to “communicate the change vision” and “empower
broad-based action” (Kotter, 1996). The change team will set a schedule for both their own
meetings and for the meetings they will conduct with other faculty and staff members. They will
have to calculate the amount of time they will need to be released from regular classroom and
other duties. They will also determine the inquiry questions, focusing on goals and assessments,
as well as their intervention plan should they encounter difficulties (Mitchell & Sackney, 2009).
The change team will present their vision and strategy to the wider faculty to gain support and
organize them into sub teams to assist with the work. After this, the change team will begin their
research and access pedagogical resources around ESL teaching and how culturally responsive
pedagogy can affect assessments and language learning (Kinnucan-Welsh, 2007; Lent & Voight,
2019). Since there is a professional development budget available at DBIS, the change team will
also need to investigate courses and conferences. As part of the collaborative process, they will
determine which teachers and staff should attend these courses and what kind of classroom
pedagogy and student supports will be implemented as a result of what they have learned
(Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2007).
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This phase corresponds with AI’s Dream stage, in which the PLC members begin to
envision future results by trying different pedagogical strategies in their classrooms and
considering programs that could be used as a resource in their teaching of ELL students. One
such resource that not only benchmarks student language learning but is also taught and assessed
through a culturally responsive lens is the Common European Framework of References for
Languages (CEFR), an internationally recognized system that grades and certifies students in
oral and written communication. The system has levels, from A1 (beginner) to C2 (bilingual or
native speaker), and it uses accessible, detailed language that focuses on cultural competencies,
so that students can self-assess their understanding. It also provides teachers with a positive
framework to evaluate student learning (Byram, 2012). The CEFR is a teaching tool that can be
used to benchmark the ELL students’ progress in their language learning and provide the change
team with more data. DBIS stakeholders are familiar with the CEFR framework since the school
considered adopting the program a few years ago. After the PLC team has researched and
discussed best practices around culturally responsive pedagogy and assessment, they will
determine further goals (activities) that can be implemented and measured for effectiveness
(Katz et al., 2005; Venables, 2018). In addition to class observations and the qualitative feedback
shared in their meetings, two tools will be used to support the process. The first is the Culturally
Responsive Teaching Self-Efficacy (CRTSE) survey (Appendix H), which will measure the
teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs regarding their culturally responsive teaching practices. The
second tool will be the Student Measure of Culturally Responsive Teaching (SMCRT) survey,
which will corelate with the CRTSE. Comparing this data will give the change team further
insight into the effectiveness of the culturally responsive teaching practices that have been
implemented and what knowledge is still lacking (Dickson, et al., 2016; Rhodes, 2017). It will
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also provide information for the support departments, who can apply the insight gleaned from
this feedback to investigate how they can improve their own practices.
Phase 3: Study
Once the data from the pilot has been collated, the team will need to study its results. This
phase encompasses Kotter’s steps of “generating short term wins” and “consolidating gains” to
produce more change through acceleration (Kotter, 2014). The change team, teachers and staff
will analyze their findings and triangulate this new data by comparing it with the initial results
and the information they have about DBIS students (McNulty & Besser, 2011; Venables, 2018).
They will also need to consider both qualitative and quantitative data, such as classroom
observations of the ELL students (Sagor, 2000; Shulha et al., 2016). After they have introduced
changes in their classes, teachers will survey their students for feedback — both about what they
learned, and how they felt when learning. It is important that students be engaged in coconstructing their learning with their teachers, which supports the theoretical model of social
constructivism (Hattie, 2012). These surveys will provide valuable information on the change
process and future focus areas. This phase matches the AI Design stage, when faculty begin to
co-construct their learning around culturally responsive pedagogy, and design programmatic and
longer-term instructional changes through their work (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005).
During the Study stage, DBIS leaders will investigate gaps, determine next steps, and
they will celebrate and share their findings with the school community. This will help to
maintain momentum during the change process. When an organization is developing a learning
community, there needs to be a sense of ongoing improvement and recognition of successes
(Cooperrider, & McQuaid, 2012; Zehetmeier et al., 2015). It is worth remembering Kotter’s
warning that, although celebrating short-term wins is a critical step in the process, it is also
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important to temper the jubilation of the change team; he warns that change leaders and their
teams sometimes declare victory too soon, which halts the process before meaningful change is
firmly embedded in the organizational culture (Kotter, 2014). The DBIS change team will use
this time to review its vision and strategy to ensure it aligns with the school’s mission and to
determine their next steps (Shulha et al., 2016; Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2016).
The change team will administer the PLCA-R to the faculty and staff a second time
during this Study stage to determine how they perceive the effectiveness of their work. This will
help the change team to evaluate the sustainability of the process, and if this PLC model of
learning should be implemented again in the future (Hargreaves, 2007; Harris, 2014).
Phase 4: Act
This phase concentrates on planning for continuous improvement and, following Kotter’s
accelerator change model, the team will work to “anchor the innovative pedagogical approaches”
into the school culture by instituting changes (Kotter, 2014). The focus in this phase is to ensure
that the PLC has met its goals and created an improved state for both the ELL students and for
DBIS’s cultural understanding as an institution.
This phase matches the AI Destiny stage, in which the PLC members and change team
consider how DBIS can sustain the implemented changes and support continuous improvement.
Departments will have time to review and improve their teaching and the school systems, while
culturally responsive pedagogy will remain an ongoing priority in professional development
training. It will be critical to allocate sufficient time to faculty to accomplish this work, and they
also will require job-embedded assistance such as mentoring by team leaders, which in many
cases is has been shown to be the most effective approach (Guskey, 2003). The priority will be to
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monitor and measure program coherence for the ELL students, as well as the faculty’s ability to
carry out culturally responsive pedagogy (Beaver & Weinbaum, 2012).
To reinforce the changes that have been implemented, data from diverse sources (e.g.,
report cards and standardized tests) will be collected and compiled each year, so that the
academic and school leaders can review the results. Teachers will be encouraged to find ways to
support ELL students, and to record the progress of these students in their language
development. This will also be supported by Boarding and Guidance since they have a deep and
ongoing involvement in both the personal and the academic lives of the ELL students. The
following section of this chapter explains how the communication plan fits into the
implementation process, and how it has been shaped to suit DBIS.
Plan to Communicate the Need for Change and the Change Process
To have a successful change process, it is imperative that the change leader and change
team develop a plan that does not simply explain how and why a particular change is occurring
— it must also provide guidance and reassurance to the members of the organization, especially
those who are most effected by the implementation (Armenakis & Harris, 2001; Cawsey et al.,
2019; Kotter, 2014). Within the plan, the change leader and change team must focus on the two
central goals that are embedded within organizational communication. The first of these goals is
to inform the individuals about their roles and tasks within the organizational change process,
particularly within the distributed leadership model, while the second goal is to use
communication to develop a sense of community both during the process and afterwards, which
ultimately will help DBIS achieve its goal of becoming a learning community (Elving, 2005).
Leaders need to devote a considerable amount of time to planning the communication
strategy, since organizations that maintain effective communication throughout the introduction,
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beginning, middle, and closure of a change process demonstrate higher levels of long-term
success, and show lower instances of resistance from members of the organization (Ford et al.,
2008; Proctor & Doukakis, 2003; Sirkin et al., 2005). In fact, this is the reason that Kotter (2014)
stresses the importance of communication in his Eight Accelerator model. As part of the
communication plan at DBIS, the change team will elicit feedback from stakeholders (faculty,
staff, and students) throughout the process during the AI inquiry stages and the PDSA cycle.
As the change leader, it is important to recognize that the DBIS community needs to
make sense of the change, and I must ensure there is a consistent and timely feedback loop to be
able to adapt and pace the change plan as it proceeds (Matos Marques Simoes & Esposito, 2014).
Moreover, the change implementation process will lay the groundwork for lasting change in
DBIS by informing and engaging the stakeholders while considering how knowledge
mobilization will occur (Reid, 2013, 2014).
There are several things to bear in mind when crafting an effective communication plan,
including the nature of the change plan itself, the channels available for communication, and the
principles that guide an effective communication strategy. DBIS is an independent school, and as
such it has no regional school board or outside authority to prepare or share information on its
behalf. The school is responsible for its own communications to its community. Working
alongside the change team and communications department, I will be the one to plan and craft
both the internal and external communications for the change implementation.
Kitchen and Daly (2002) highlight several elements to consider when developing a
communications strategy. The organizational context of DBIS, the culture and patterns of both
formal and informal interactions within the school, the purpose and execution of the change plan,
and the modalities of communication should all be accounted for in the communication plan. To
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be successful, these need to be examined within what Armenakis and Harris (2001) describe as
the main stages of a communication plan: the readiness for the organization to change, the
adoption of the change, and the critical institutionalization of the change. All three require
different approaches and strategies to suit the audience’s and organization’s needs (Klein, 1996;
Proctor & Doukakis, 2003).
Framework and Principles of Communication Plan
The framework for this communication plan is based on what Johannson and Heide
(2008) call a constructivist approach to communication. Rather than merely using
communication as a tool to convey information and impart knowledge, they consider it to be part
of a comprehensive process that has the potential to move the organization towards a social
transformation, shifting from individual and team-based sense-making to a state in which the
entire organization creates and manages change through its communications with all its
members. The intention is to avoid a typical hierarchical model and shift towards one that is
participatory and inclusive (Rahmet et al., 2019). This is what Armenakis and Harris (2002) refer
to as blending persuasive (or direct) communication with active participation of the community
by leveraging self-discovery and the building of personal mastery of the faculty, something that
my integrated leadership approach seeks to accomplish (Gutierrez-Garcia & Recalde, 2016).
These two aspects of communications are the foundational blocks to create and lead
transformational readiness and change (Kitchen & Daly, 2002; Klein, 1996).
Since social constructivism is the theoretical foundation of this OIP, and since the
change process involves a PLC, it is important to tailor the communication plan to align with the
philosophy of the change plan. My integrated leadership lens is based on authenticity and
relational trust, which means that all communications should be explicit and transparent. When
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developing the plan for DBIS, it will be important to remember that communication is a socially
constructed process, and that the way it is heard and processed is inextricably interwoven with
social networks, relationships, and different perspectives. As the leader I need to be aware that,
although the change team will disseminate information to the PLC, messages may be distorted
unintentionally or misunderstood since individuals interpret communications through their own
lens or the personal narrative they have built around the situation (Ford et al.,2008; Tsoukas &
Chia, 2002). Ensuring that the communication process involves the change team, members of the
PLC, and the school leadership team will ensure that what each group learns during the change
process is appropriately reflected in communications and will ultimately serve to increase the
momentum for continued change by strengthening the members’ commitment to the organization
and their confidence in the leadership team. (Elving, 2005).
Armenakis and Harris (2001) suggest that leaders need to pause and reflect on their
communication plan at specific points during the change process and consider elements such as
discrepancy (the reason for the change), efficacy, the appropriateness and desirability of the
change, and the commitment of the leadership team, so that members of the organization
understand why the change is taking place. These elements form the framework of the message
that will be communicated to stakeholders, and they align with Kotter’s Eight Accelerator
change model, particularly when communicating the vision and change plan (2014).
The principles of communication for this plan are drawn from Klein’s (1996)
communication strategy for change. Klein argues that all effective communication strategies
should include certain key principles, the first two being the application of several modes of
communication (in-person being the preferred means of communicating, due to the sense of
community), and redundancy of the message. Klein also notes that different individuals can play
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important roles within both the organization and the communication strategy, particularly
immediate supervisors who are the primary source of formal communication. At DBIS these
immediate supervisors are the department heads, and they will comprise most of the change team
and do much of the change-making work with the faculty. When a trusted supervisor delivers the
communications, it lends a certain weight to the change plan (Klein,1996). The change team
should also acknowledge that the opinion of collegial leaders within the DBIS faculty and staff
can have an enormous effect on change messaging, since they can influence the way their
colleagues interpret the message, either positively or negatively (Matos Marques Simoes &
Esposito, 2014; Ocasio, et al., 2018). It is therefore preferable to connect the communication
change to something that is tangible and relevant to those who are receiving the message, so they
are more likely to see the value of the message of change. In this instance, this means tying the
message to the teacher’s own classroom practices and the staff’s relationship with the ELL
students. Research has shown that having a personal connection improves the retainment of the
information over time and lowers resistance to the change (Elving, 2005; Klein, 1996). These
principles, along with the framework suggested by Johansson & Heide (2008), will guide the
leaders as they formulate the communications strategy.
Communication Plan and Timeline
The communication plan outlined below aligns with the change process as well as the
monitoring and evaluation of the plan. The faculty and staff of DBIS will be the primary
audience until the latter phases of the change plan, when communications will be broadened and
the learning and results will be shared with the students, parents, the board of directors, and the
community. The change leader and the change team will be responsible for communications.

98
Since DBIS is a small institution, in person communication will be maximized whenever
possible as it is more effective for the organization.
Table 5
Communication Strategy Plan for DBIS
Phases

AI & PDSA
Cycle
Discovery
Plan

Goals of Communication
Kotter (2014)
Increasing change readiness through the
communication of change and process while
responding to concerns.

Phase 2

Dream
Do

Communication of change vision, change
plan and goals of change team and change
leader.

Phase 3

Design
Study

Phase 4

Destiny
Act

PLC communication of learning and
engagement in strategies, research, and
practice.
Celebrate learning and successes as a
community.
A review and sharing of learning and
measured achievement within change plan.
Sharing of goals and ongoing learning.
Celebration of overall success with
community.

Phase 1

Channels
Faculty/staff meetings
PD days
Additional information
sessions
PLCA-R survey
Email and postings
Faculty/staff meetings
PLCA-R survey
CRTSE survey
SMCRT survey
PLC meetings
PD days
PLC meetings
Feedback from PLC teams
PLCA-R survey
Change team meetings
PD days
Faculty/staff meetings
PLC and department
meetings
Posting on school website
and letter to parents.

Responding to Anticipated Stakeholder Reactions
When planning for communication with the various stakeholders within DBIS, it will be
important to prepare them for the implementation stage. Sharing the initial SOAR analysis and
the priorities that the leadership team has identified will help to explain the purpose of the
change plan. The change team will use the SOAR results and the initial indicators of change
readiness from Judge and Douglas’ survey (2009) that were discussed in Chapter 1 to prepare for
the first meetings with the faculty and staff (Armenakis & Harris 2001; Stavros & Hinrichs,
2021). At this juncture in the plan, it will be important to make the priorities clear. The
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leadership team needs to emphasize that the problems the ELL students face are tied to the
school’s mission and vision, which is everyone’s responsibility. The team will also need to
explain why this area will be a focus for DBIS in the coming years, and why it is so important
for the success of ELL students. This fits with Kotter’s recommendation to establish urgency,
and to both form and communicate a strategic vision for the organization (2014).
Information gathered from the different departments at DBIS such as Guidance and
Boarding, as well as the preliminary data analysis completed by the change team, will help to
clarify why DBIS is making changes. The change team will also need to explain why the PLC
structure was selected and show the benefits of applying both the AI and PDSA cycle from not
only a theoretical or constructivist frame, but also from a systems perspective. DBIS must view
the problem of practice through a systems learning lens or the change plan will not succeed.
(Cooperrider, & Whitney, 2005; Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2016).
The faculty trust their department heads and will be willing to participate after they
realize that the change team is supported by the leadership team, and once they have received
some professional learning around PLC structures and protocols (Elving, 2005; Katz et al.,
2019). Knowing the culture of DBIS and the individuals involved, they will be reassured when
they understand that they will have an active role in communicating their learning as distributed
leaders, and that their feedback will be elicited continuously throughout the process. DBIS
teachers will need to know that they are seen as a vital asset to this change process and that it
cannot proceed without them (Men & Bowen, 2017). This will increase their willingness to
participate and their enthusiasm for the change, but it will still be important to create a safe
learning and discussion space for the PLC so that the faculty do not think that they are being
judged, but rather feel supported in their collegial work. This will also help to reduce any
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resistance to the plan. Taking an AI approach to communication, i.e., viewing it from a positive
rather than a deficit perspective, will assist in this and it will also help to frame the messaging for
the wider school community (Cooperrider, & Whitney, 2005; Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2016).
The students will provide feedback and surveys both during and at the conclusion of the
process, which will inform the faculty about what has been learned and what has been effective.
It will be difficult to engage the international parents due to distance and language barriers, but
by using social media, the website, and curriculum nights (which are now held via Zoom) this
information can still be communicated internally and to the wider school community as part of
the celebration of success and continuous learning (Elving, 2005; Kotter, 2014).
Knowledge Mobilization
Some knowledge mobilization will need to occur during this change process. Knowledge
mobilization is a method of transferring data and qualitative research through practical
applications that can be shared at the end of a change process (Malik, 2020; Lavis et al., 2003).
As the change leader, I will need to ensure that the knowledge generated by the PLC and the
respective departments is amplified throughout DBIS and acts as a form of systems-learning
(Reid, 2013, 2014). Sharing the ELL student achievement data as well as the effectiveness of the
culturally responsive teaching strategies from the PLC will ensure that the new knowledge
obtained does not simply remain within the smaller teams but is disseminated and becomes
institutionalized within DBIS (Kotter, 2014).
Although DBIS is an independent school, it is a part of provincial and national
organizations of fellow independent day and boarding schools that meet regularly to exchange
research and results. The national group of independent schools is one target audience for the
work that will be done in DBIS, since it is an accrediting body and works to ensure that each
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institution upholds high academic standards. Part of this mandate is to research and develop
strategies around educational issues, such as ESL programs. The organization of independent
schools creates policies, provides professional learning, and publicizes research for the network.
The knowledge mobilization will occur when DBIS shares the understanding its faculty and staff
have gained around culturally responsive pedagogy with other schools. Independent schools hold
several national and provincial conferences every year and information can be shared there, as
well as in the independent network’s print publications. The other target audience is the partner
university that will provide consultancy and support the research process within DBIS.
Part of DBIS’s mission is to be a collaborative, progressive school that is at the forefront
of educational practices. Although enthusiasm for this aspect of the mission has waned in recent
years, it is hoped that participating in knowledge mobilization will reignite this approach for
DBIS and heighten its reputation as an institution (Malik, 2020; Reid 2013, 2014).
Communication of Change
As mentioned earlier, DBIS is a small, close-knit community, and in-person
communication has always been preferred at the school. Therefore, the use of professional
development days, monthly faculty and staff meetings, and biweekly team meetings will be
leveraged to provide internal communication. Microsoft Teams, email, and internal messages to
the school’s learning management system can also provide updates and reminders for the PLC
work. DBIS teachers are technologically adept and comfortable with the school’s computer
platforms.
As far as external communication is concerned, since DBIS has a global community, a
wide variety of channels are available to share the progress that is being made at the school.
Social media (Twitter and Instagram) are key methods of communication with international
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parents, as are the principal’s weekly newsletters and the quarterly teaching and learning
newsletters that update the community about pedological research and program changes. Parents
are surveyed and given an opportunity to give general feedback twice a year, while a biannual
magazine informs alumni and parents about the school and its activities. Finally, the website is
updated regularly so that the families and the wider community can read news about the school
and celebrate student successes. To ensure that international parents understand the external
communications, the website for DBIS is translated into over 40 languages. These external
channels will be used to share milestones and celebrate faculty and student achievements.
Next Steps and Future Considerations
This OIP has focused on DBIS’s need to address a lack of academic achievement among
its ELL boarding students. The implementation of the change plan hinges on the creation of a
PLC that will improve the organization’s learning around culturally responsive pedagogy and
will concentrate on issues involving language learning, teaching strategies, increasing the
cultural competency of the faculty and staff, and improving the level of equity for ELL students
with regards to assessment and evaluation. To ensure that DBIS is assisting the ELL students in
every aspect of their learning, all of the school’s various supporting departments will also
participate in the PLC to ensure that they are aligning their work to the academic, cultural, social
and emotional needs of the ELL students. Recognizing that the PLC is a starting point for DBIS,
there are still challenges around continuous systems learning that will need to be addressed to
ensure that the change process is embedded DBIS’s culture. Therefore, to ensure that the PLC
achieves its ultimate goals for the ELL students, four follow up steps will be required.
The first follow-up step involves program planning at DBIS. Once the PLC has gathered
information, the school will need to review its ESL program, not just as a discrete strand within
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the school’s English program, but to delve deeper into how the program is delivered in other
disciplines and through student life (Gay, 2000; Khalifa et al., 2016; Ladson-Billings, 1995). The
school needs to create a scope and sequence of knowledge and competencies for ELL students to
give them adequate language skills for university and ensure that they are not only proficient, but
thriving (Lenski et al., 2006: Macedo, n.d.; Mansfield & Jean- Marie, 2015).
The second step is to apply what the PLC has learned to develop a process to
continuously review, monitor, and adjust the systems that support the teaching of the ELL
students. For example, the Boarding and Guidance departments need to keep an eye on the
academic and student support given to ELL students to ensure that the assistance they are
providing (e.g. in the evenings in Boarding) is culturally responsive, and that both staff and
faculty are integrating culturally supportive strategies when they are working with ELL students
(Akin & Neumann, 2013; McConatha, 2007) When staff change, having a process in place will
help to maintain program consistency. Admissions should also continue to analyze the data
collected by the PLC and increase their tracking of students after they have graduated to
determine that DBIS has truly met its goals and adequately prepared ELL students for their postsecondary pursuits. As a part of systems learning, DBIS should continue to offer professional
development courses to members of these departments, since they all contribute to the success of
the students and support the teaching faculty (Fullan, 2006, 2021, Senge, 2015). It is critical that
DBIS departments keep abreast of best practices in culturally responsive pedagogy and student
support.
The third aspect that DBIS needs to consider as it increases capacity as an organization is
its recruitment and hiring process. As DBIS realigns with its core values, it will be important for
the school to hire mission appropriate faculty and staff who are either trained for or have a
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predisposition to work in a culturally diverse school with ELL students. Hiring teachers and staff
who are passionate about working with ELL students and who are interested in opportunities for
ongoing professional learning will improve student success (Donohoo & Velasco, 2016).
This leads to the fourth consideration, which is how to institutionalize change within the
culture of DBIS. First and foremost, the leadership team should continue to develop their own
understanding of culturally responsive pedagogy (Aas, 2017). To promote and encourage
continuous improvement, DBIS will need to build a cohesive professional learning plan for all of
its teachers that allocates adequate resources and provides them with sufficient time to meet
about ELL students. When new teachers join DBIS, it will be essential for them to participate in
additional learning to continue the capacity building that began during the change process (Jones
& Harris, 2014). Having the leadership team and staff also participate in professional
development will further strengthen the program and demonstrate that ELL learning is a key
priority at the school (Avidov-Ungar, 2018; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012). In addition, including
ELL student learning and culturally responsive pedagogy in the current growth plan for teachers
and support staff will make it clear that the school intends to continue to build a more inclusive
community.
This work could have profound implications for DBIS. The social constructivist PLC
learning model, combined with distributed leadership, might be applied to address other teaching
and learning problems by instituting change and continuous improvement. Maintaining the
learning and team leadership structures will change DBIS’ culture by replacing the hierarchical
approach to problem solving with a collaborative learning community. DBIS must
institutionalize these changes as a school because, as Senge (1990) states, “the most successful
corporation of the future will be a learning organization” (p.4).
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Conclusion
This OIP proposes a comprehensive change plan for DBIS — one which addresses the
identified problem of practice. It considers the school’s structure, culture, and the fact it currently
lacks the resources to fully support ELL international students in a Canadian context. The
solution is to focus on culturally responsive pedagogy and to resolve the absence of cultural
competency and pedagogy in language teaching, inequity in assessments, and the lack of
coordination of support systems. When one sees the problem of practice through a social
constructivist lens and considers systems thinking, it is evident that DBIS needs to build efficacy
and capacity as a learning community. The expectation is that, through the creation of a PLC,
DBIS will not only improve its ELL students’ academic results, but that the entire school
community will embrace culturally responsive pedagogy and come to understand that it is the
ideal means to improve its programs, teaching, and environment for all of its students. If it can
build a vibrant learning community that is constantly improving, DBIS will be able to call itself a
leader in education and live up to its mission statement, which is to be a truly global school
where ELL international students are supported and celebrated.
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Appendix A
DBIS Departmental Responsibilities for ESL Programs and ELL Students

Department

Responsibility in ESL programming/ELL students

Academics
Vice-Principal of Academics
Department Heads
Faculty
Discipline based departments:
Arts, English, ESL, Mathematics,
Science, Social Science, Physical
Education.
Student Learning Support

Designing curriculum and programs that meet Ministry of
Ontario standards
Teaching ESL leveled classes
Integrating ELL students into mainstream classes
Equitable assessments and evaluation of ELL students
Provide learning support for ELL students in the form of
tutoring or extra assistance

Boarding
Director of Boarding and Health
Boarding Staff (teachers)

Responsible for the mental, physical, and emotional wellbeing
of students in boarding and provide a comprehensive boarding
program with extra-curricular activities
Provide academic support in the evening and weekends through
ESL classes and individual tutoring and homework assistance
Ongoing contact for international families

Guidance
Counselors.
Administrative Assistant

Understand academic expectations, course selection
Provide academic counselling for high school and postsecondary education
Work with ELL students and their parents in developing career
path
Assist with social and emotional counselling for students

Admissions
Vice- Principal Advancement
Director of Enrollment
Admission Associate- International
Boarding

Recruit potential students
Administer and collect results from the IELTS/ TOEFL testing
for ELL students
Determine suitability for DBIS
Place in ESL leveled classes and communicate with teachers
Track student success, graduates, and alumni
Ongoing contact for international families
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Appendix B
Conceptual Framework
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Appendix C
Congruence Model, Adapted from Nadler and Tushman (1999)

138
Appendix D
Comparison of Proposed Solutions for DBIS
Proposed Solution

Benefits

Implications

Expanding the ESL Department

Collaboration within the
expanded department.
Constructivist learning for ESL
teachers.
Advocacy for students.
ESL teachers train and support
mainstream teachers.

Costly
Constructivist learning and
application of learning for faculty
is limited, particularly around
culturally responsive pedagogy
and practices.
ESL teachers compartmentalized.
No distributed leadership.
Limited systems-thinking.

Professional Learning and
Growth Model

PLC permits for differentiation
for teacher learning and is data
driven.
Constructivist learning for
faculty and staff.
Stresses growth and continuous
improvement with
accountability.
Increased collaboration.
Based in distributed leadership
framework.
Builds capacity and efficacy in
faculty.
Suits integrated lens of
authentic/distributed leadership.

Time constraints on collaborative
work.
Less immediate effect on
teaching as it is an intensive
change.
Limited systems-thinking beyond
the academic departments
initially.

Restructuring of Student
Support Model

Combined department to focus
on ESL academic success.
Systems- thinking oriented,
with Admissions, Guidance and
Boarding.
Improvement of admissions
process.
Benchmarking of data possible.
Graduate tracking.

Limited constructivist learning
apart from added support team.
Limited change to teaching and
learning.
Lack of distributed leadership
and professional growth across
organization.

139
Appendix E:
Indicators of success of organizational alignment and pedagogical transformation at DBIS.

Departments/
Resources

Organizational Alignment

Level of
Change

Pedagogical Transformation

Level of
Change

Scheduled time
for academic
departments

Faculty departments
collaborate in ELL teaching
design and expectations.

Medium

Teaching consistent, equity in
assessment and evaluation.
Culturally responsive
pedagogy in all classes.

High

PD in
culturally
responsive
pedagogy and
ESL teaching
University/
Experts
Budget
PD/research

Academics with Boarding
align to create higher
effectiveness in student
support.

Medium
/High

Increase in culturally
responsive pedagogy in
boarding mirrors day school.

High

Program financially viable
and higher boarding
population due to student
success.

Medium
/High

Increase in academic
achievement due to effective
academic support and stronger
ESL program in boarding.

High

PD in
culturally
responsive
pedagogy
/environment
and ELL
teaching.
Budget
PD/research

Boarding shares
information with
Academics on students.

Medium
/High

Maintain consistent approach
to student support in day
school and boarding.

High

Collaboration due to PD
establishes a common
vision.
Increased understanding of
mental/emotional welfare of
ELL students.

High

Development of a sustained,
culturally responsive
environment at DBIS.

High

Data on testing
and student
profiles in
system.

Boarding receives more
information/data on
students and is aligned with
Admissions.

Medium
/High

Boarding has ELL supports in
place, able to act in response to
individual academic profiles.

Medium

Academics

Boarding
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Departments/
Resources

Organizational Alignment

Level of
Change

Pedagogical Transformation

Level of
Change

PD on
culturally
responsive
pedagogy/
Environments
Budget for PD

Guidance understands
culturally responsive
learning environments and
meets regularly with
Boarding, Academics to
share information.

Low/
Medium

Guidance provides teachers
and staff with specific
feedback from students’
perspectives and on their
social/emotional wellbeing.

Medium/
High

Resources on:
ESL programs
ELL learning
International
School
Systems

Guidance has an in-depth
understanding of programs
and school systems. Assists
Admission and Academics
with an improved process.

Medium

Guidance provides detailed
academic support for students
and helps parents better
understand the Canadian
school system.

Medium/
High

Research on
tests for ESL
learners and
methods of
data collection

Admissions shares in-depth
information from reports,
testing, and tracking data
with Academics, Guidance
and Boarding.

High

Faculty can design and adapt
pedagogy and programs to
better suit ELL learners and
are able to judge student
achievement over time.

High

PD on creating
a culturally
responsive
learning
environment

Admissions gains a deeper
perspective of cultural
responsiveness and how it
affects students/student
learning.

Medium
/High

Admissions is better able to
select students who will be
successful at DBIS and are
able to communicate to
parents.

Medium/
High

Guidance

Admissions
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Appendix F
Monitoring and Structure of the PLC and PLC Change Process: Appreciative Inquiry and PDSA Cycle
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Appendix G
Professional Learning Communities Assessment – Revised (Sample Items)
PLCA-R Questionnaire
Directions:
This questionnaire assesses your perceptions about your principal, staff and stakeholders based on
the dimensions of a professional learning community (PLC) and related attributes. This
questionnaire contains a number of statements about practices which occur in some schools. Read
each statement and then use the scale below to select the scale point that best reflects your personal
degree of agreement with the statement. Shade the appropriate oval to the right of each statement.
Be certain to select only one response for each statement. Comments after each dimension section
are optional.
Key Terms:
• Principal= Principal, not Associate or Assistant Principal
• Staff/Staff members= All adult staff directly associated with curriculum, instruction and
assessment of students
• Stakeholders= Parents and community members
Scale:
1= Strongly Agree (SD)
2= Disagree (D)
3=Agree (A)
4= Strongly Agree (SA)
STATEMENTS
Shared and Supportive Leadership
1.
10.

18.

29.

A

SA

SD D

A

SA

SD D

A

SA

Shared values support norms of behaviour that guide decisions
about teaching and learning.
Policies and programs are aligned to the school’s vision.

COMMENTS:
Collective Learning and Application
21.

D

Staff members are consistently involved in discussing and making
decisions about most school issues.
Stakeholders assume shared responsibility and accountability for
student learning without evidence of imposed power and authority.

COMMENTS:
Shared Values and Vision
13.

SD

Staff members work together to seek knowledge, skills and
strategies and apply this new learning to their work.
Staff members collaboratively analyze multiple sources of data to
assess the effectiveness of instructional practices.
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COMMENTS:
Shared Personal Practice
32.
37.

SA

SD D

A

SA

SD D

A

SA

Caring relationships exist among staff and students that are built on
trust and respect.

COMMENTS:
Supportive Conditions- Structures
52.

A

Staff members provide feedback to peers related to instructional
practices.
Staff members regularly share student work to guide overall school
improvement.

COMMENTS:
Supportive Conditions- Relationships
38.

SD D

Data is organized and made available to provide easy access to staff
members

COMMENTS:
Source: Olivier, D. F., Hipp, K.K. & Huffman, J.B. (2010). Assessing and analyzing schools. In
K.K. Hipp & J.B. Huffman (Eds.). Demystifying professional learning
communities: School leadership at its best. Rowman & Littlefield Education.
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Appendix H
Culturally Responsive Teaching Self Efficacy Scale (CRTSE)-Extended
(CRTSE)-Extended Questionnaire
Appraisal Inventory
How confident are you that you can do each of the following tasks described below? Rate how
confident you are that you can achieve each of the following by indicating a probability of
success from 0 (no chance) to 100 (completely certain).
The scale below is for reference only: you do not need to use only the given values.
You may assign ANY number between 0 and 100 as your probability.
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
No Chance, Very Little Chance, Little Chance, 50/50 Chance, Good Chance, Very Good
Chance, Completely Certain
I am able to:
______ (1) Adapt instruction to meet the needs of my students
______ (2) Obtain information about my students’ academic strengths
______ (3) Determine whether my students like to work alone or in a group
______ (4) Determine whether my students feel comfortable competing with other students
______ (5) Identify ways that the school culture (e.g., values, norms, and practices) is different
from my students’ home culture
______ (6) Implement strategies to minimize the effects of the mismatch between my students’
home culture and the school culture
______ (7) Assess student learning using various types of assessments
______ (8) Obtain information about my students’ home life
______ (9) Build a sense of trust in my students
______ (10) Establish positive home-school relations
______ (11) Use a variety of teaching methods
______ (12) Develop a community of learners when my class consists of students from diverse
backgrounds
______ (13) Use my students’ cultural backgrounds to help make learning meaningful
______ (14) Use my students’ prior knowledge to help them make sense of new information
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______ (15) Identify ways how students communicate at home may differ from the school norms
______ (16) Obtain information about my students’ cultural backgrounds
______ (17) Teach students about their cultures’ contributions to science
______ (18) Greet English Language Learners with a phrase in their native language
______ (19) Design a classroom environment using displays that reflect a variety of cultures
______ (20) Develop a personal relationship with my students
______ (21) Obtain information about my students’ academic weaknesses
______ (22) Praise English Language Learners for their accomplishments using a phrase in their
native language
______ (23) Identify ways that standardized tests may be biased towards linguistically diverse
students
______ (24) Communicate with parents regarding their child’s educational progress
______ (25) Structure parent-teacher conferences so that the meeting is not intimidating for
parents
______ (26) Help students to develop positive relationships with their classmates
______ (27) Revise instructional material to include a better representation of cultural groups
______ (28) Critically examine the curriculum to determine whether it reinforces negative
cultural stereotypes
______ (29) Design a lesson that shows how other cultural groups have made use of
mathematics
______ (30) Model classroom tasks to enhance English Language Learners’ understanding
______ (31) Communicate with the parents of English Language Learners regarding their
child’s achievement
______ (32) Help students feel like important members of the classroom
______ (33) Identify ways that standardized tests may be biased towards culturally diverse
students
______ (34) Use a learning preference inventory to gather data about how my students like to
learn
______ (35) Use examples that are familiar to students from diverse cultural backgrounds
______ (36) Explain new concepts using examples that are taken from my students’ everyday
lives
______ (37) Obtain information regarding my students’ academic interests
______ (38) Use the interests of my students to make learning meaningful for them
______ (39) Implement cooperative learning activities for those students who like to work in
groups
______ (40) Design instruction that matches my students’ developmental needs
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______ (41) Select literature and literacy activities that reflect the experiences of diverse
students in my classroom
______ (42) Analyze whether a text used in my classroom is culturally authentic or biased
______ (43) Identify societal issues and perceptions of diverse people that influence
opportunities and affect the learning environments of students from diverse
backgrounds
______ (44) Engage family and community members in playing a more influential role in
school decisions and policies
______ (45) Analyze students' writing samples to determine individual strengths that involve
(positive) cross-linguistic transfer
______ (46) Analyze students' writing samples to determine individual weaknesses that involve
(negative) cross-linguistic transfer (or interference)
______ (47) Observe and analyze students’ reading and writing (literacy events) to understand
how diverse students might have different uses for and forms of literacy practices
that
may impact their literacy development in English
______ (48) Analyze and accommodate students’ verbal and non-verbal interaction patterns that
may be different from my own cultural norms (e.g., eye contact, discourse patterns)
______ (49) Support the academic learning and social development of students negotiating a
new culture
______(50) Advocate for culturally and linguistically diverse students and their families who
may experience unjust treatment because of their diverse background
Adapted from: Siwatu, K.O. (2007). Preservice teachers’ culturally responsive teaching selfefficacy and outcome expectancy beliefs. Teaching and Teacher
Education, 23(7), 1086–1101.

